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House of Representatives 
The House met at 9 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
June 27, 2006. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable HEATHER 
WILSON to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

MORNING HOUR DEBATES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 31, 2006, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning hour debates. The Chair will 
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to 
exceed 25 minutes, and each Member, 
except the majority leader, the minor-
ity leader, or the minority whip, lim-
ited to not to exceed 5 minutes, but in 
no event shall debate extend beyond 
9:50 a.m. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. HINOJOSA) for 5 min-
utes. 

f 

IN DEFERENCE TO DR. BEN 
BERNANKE, CHAIRMAN OF THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE 
FEDERAL RESERVE, AND MR. 
RICHARD W. FISHER, CEO AND 
PRESIDENT OF THE FEDERAL 
RESERVE BANK OF DALLAS 

Mr. HINOJOSA. Madam Speaker, re-
cently, I held my Fifth Regional Lead-
ers Issues Conference in the Jefferson 
Building of the Library of Congress. 
Over 140 of my constituents attended 

the conference, including elected offi-
cials, presidents of universities, edu-
cators, heads of chambers of com-
merce, and many other community 
leaders in the 15th District of Texas. 

On Tuesday, June 13, 2006, I was hon-
ored to have Dr. Ben Bernanke, Chair-
man of the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve, give remarks to the 
conferees. He referenced data from the 
Survey of Consumers Finances, which 
is a triennial survey sponsored by the 
Federal Reserve Board. 

The latest survey revealed some dis-
couraging and alarming statistics: 
Households whose income placed them 
in the bottom fifth of the population 
were less likely than the average re-
spondent to maintain a checking or 
savings account, and almost 25 percent 
of those families were unbanked com-
pared to less than 10 percent of families 
in the other income levels. 

According to the survey, reasons 
given for not having an account varied. 
Some respondents said they would not 
write enough checks to make having 
an account worthwhile; others were 
dissuaded by minimum balance re-
quirements, or said that they did not 
have enough money to justify opening 
a bank account. 

Chairman Bernanke noted that, in 
some cases, consumers lacked the 
knowledge about the services that 
banks offer, including deposit insur-
ance, or even misunderstood the impor-
tant role banks play in our economy. 
Chairman Bernanke went on to say 
that some of the general approaches to 
helping families of modest means build 
wealth and improve their economic 
well-being include community eco-
nomic development, financial literacy, 
and other programs that encourage 
saving and investment. 

As the cofounder and cochair of the 
Financial Economic Literacy Caucus, I 
was pleased by all the information he 
provided my constituents, and I am 
pleased with the efforts the Federal Re-

serve is undertaking to improve finan-
cial literacy rates across the United 
States. I want to take this opportunity 
to express my sincere appreciation for 
Chairman Bernanke taking time out of 
his very busy schedule to speak to my 
constituents. 

It is my hope that the media will 
focus more attention on what the 
chairman and the Financial and Eco-
nomic Literacy Caucus members have 
to say with regard to financial edu-
cation and literacy, instead of focusing 
solely on Chairman Bernanke’s com-
ments on the direction of interest 
rates. I find it odd that the media and 
some legislators have yet to realize 
that there is a correlation between the 
country’s poor financial literacy rates 
and the actions the Federal Reserve 
has to take from time to time. 

Madam Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the remarks Chairman 
Bernanke gave before my Fifth Re-
gional Leaders Issues Conference. 

REMARKS BY CHAIRMAN BEN S. BERNANKE, 
FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD, AT THE FIFTH 
REGIONAL ISSUES CONFERENCE OF THE FIF-
TEENTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

INCREASING ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY: 
CHALLENGES AND STRATEGIES 

WASHINGTON, June 13, 2006.—I am pleased 
to be here to discuss some strategies for 
helping families, particularly lower-income 
families, improve their economic and finan-
cial well-being. Families today face a finan-
cial marketplace that is increasingly com-
plex, with numerous products and service 
providers from which to choose. Today I will 
touch on several approaches for helping peo-
ple of modest means take advantage of these 
financial opportunities while managing the 
risks and avoiding possible pitfalls. 

TODAY’S FINANCIAL MARKETPLACE 

Technological advances have dramatically 
transformed the provision of financial prod-
ucts and services in recent years. To cite 
just one example, the expanded use of com-
puterized credit-scoring models, by reducing 
the costs of making loans and by increasing 
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the range of assets that lenders can sell on 
the secondary market, has made possible the 
extension of credit to a larger group of bor-
rowers. Indeed, we have seen an increasingly 
wide array of products being offered to con-
sumers across a range of incomes, leading to 
what has been called the democratization of 
credit. Likewise, technological innovation 
has enhanced financial services, such as 
banking services, and increased the variety 
of financial products available to savers. 

The range of providers in consumer finan-
cial markets has also increased, with the 
number of nonbank entities offering credit 
and other financial services having risen par-
ticularly quickly. For example, a recent 
study of alternative providers of financial 
services found the number of nonbank check- 
cashing establishments doubled in the 
United States between 1996 and 2001. Payday 
lending outlets, a source of credit that was 
almost non-existent a decade ago, now num-
ber more than 10,000. And data from the Sur-
vey of Consumers Finances, a triennial sur-
vey sponsored by the Federal Reserve Board, 
indicate that the share of households with a 
loan from a finance company increased from 
13 percent in 1992 to 25 percent in 2004. 

FINANCIAL CHALLENGES OF LOWER-INCOME 
FAMILIES 

Despite the increased complexity of finan-
cial products and the wider availability of 
credit in many forms, U.S. households over-
all have been managing their personal fi-
nances well. On average, debt burdens appear 
to be at manageable levels, and delinquency 
rates on consumer loans and home mort-
gages have been low. Measured relative to 
disposable income, household net worth is at 
a fairly high level, although still below the 
peak reached earlier this decade. 

Families with low to moderate incomes, 
however, face special financial challenges. 
These families generally have less of a cush-
ion to absorb unanticipated expenses or to 
deal with adverse circumstances, such as the 
loss of employment or a serious health prob-
lem. Results from the Survey of Consumer 
Finances show that the median net worth for 
households in the lowest income quintile— 
those whose income placed them in the bot-
tom fifth of the population—was only $7,500 
in 2004, well below the median for all survey 
respondents of $93,000. The Survey data also 
indicate that households in the lowest quin-
tile were significantly less likely than the 
average respondent to maintain a checking 
or savings account; almost 25 percent of 
those families were ‘‘unbanked,’’ compared 
to less than 10 percent of families in the 
other income quintiles. The reasons given for 
not having an account varied: Some respond-
ents said they would not write enough 
checks to make having an account worth-
while, but others were dissuaded by min-
imum balance requirements or said that 
they did not have enough money to justify 
opening an account. In some cases, a lack of 
knowledge about the services that banks 
offer or even a distrust of banks is likely a 
factor. 

The Survey also found that lower-income 
households are less able than others to man-
age their debts. A greater fraction of these 
households had debt-to-income ratios of 40 
percent or more or had a payment past due 
at least sixty days. The data also reveal that 
only 40 percent of families in the lowest 
quintile own a home, compared with a home-
ownership rate of 69 percent among all fami-
lies surveyed. Finally, the data on retire-
ment account ownership show an even larger 
gap, with only 10 percent of lowest-quintile 
families holding a retirement account, 
whereas 50 percent of all families responding 
to the survey reported participation in some 
type of retirement savings plan. 

How can these disparities be addressed? 
Some general approaches to helping families 
of modest means build assets and improve 
their economic well-being include commu-
nity economic development, financial edu-
cation, and programs that encourage saving 
and investment. In the remainder of my re-
marks, I will discuss each of these ap-
proaches briefly and offer some insights into 
their effectiveness based on research and ex-
perience. 

COMMUNITY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
In my time with the Federal Reserve, I 

have had a number of opportunities to meet 
with community economic development 
leaders—representatives of groups working 
to assist lower-income families become 
homeowners, start small businesses, better 
manage their finances, and save for the fu-
ture. In fact, my first trip as a Federal Re-
serve Board member was to Brownsville, 
Texas, where I saw how a grassroots non-
profit organization is helping to build com-
munities and to provide residents with the 
chance to build wealth through homeowner-
ship. The Community Development Corpora-
tion (CDC) of Brownsville works with mul-
tiple funding partners—governments at all 
levels, financial institutions, foundations, 
and corporations—to construct housing and 
to design innovative loan products that en-
able low-income families to qualify for mort-
gage credit. For example, because of the mix 
of funding sources, mortgage loans can be of-
fered with features such as down-payment 
assistance or a below-market interest rate. 
The CDC of Brownsville also offers a pro-
gram that allows prospective homeowners to 
acquire ‘‘sweat equity’’ in a property by 
working on construction teams to help build 
their own new home and those of other par-
ticipating families. 

As in the case of many community devel-
opment organizations, the Brownsville CDC 
has also made financial education a critical 
element of its efforts to help lower-income 
residents improve their financial status. For 
example, participation in financial coun-
seling or in an education program is typi-
cally required for a borrower to obtain a loan 
through the CDC or through one of its lend-
ing partners. However, the broader aim of 
these programs is to improve borrowers’ 
prospects for longer-term success in main-
taining their credit and handling their over-
all finances. Since 1994, through this com-
bination of leveraged financing arrange-
ments and borrower education, the CDC of 
Brownsville has helped make homeownership 
possible for more than 2,500 low-income fam-
ilies. I cite the Brownsville example because 
of the opportunity that I had to learn about 
their work (and I recently had a similar op-
portunity to see some impressive community 
development efforts in the Anacostia neigh-
borhood of the District of Columbia). But 
this localized approach to community devel-
opment and wealth-building is playing out in 
neighborhoods throughout the country, in 
most cases through strategies tailored to the 
distinct needs of the particular community. 

FINANCIAL EDUCATION AND FINANCIAL 
LITERACY 

Financial education has not only been in-
tegral to community development but has 
also begun to play a larger role in the broad-
er consumer market. Clearly, to choose wise-
ly from the wide variety of financial prod-
ucts and providers available, consumers 
must have at least basic financial knowl-
edge. People who understand the financial 
aspects of purchasing a home or starting a 
business, or who appreciate the importance 
of saving for children’s education or retire-
ment, will almost certainly be economically 
better off than those without that vital in-
formation. Financial literacy can be ac-

quired through many channels: in school, on 
the job, through community programs and 
counseling, or through self-education and ex-
perience. 

Studies generally find that people receiv-
ing financial education or counseling have 
better financial outcomes. For example, re-
search that analyzed data on nearly 40,000 
mortgage loans targeted to lower-income 
borrowers found that families that received 
individual financial counseling were less 
likely later to become delinquent on their 
mortgage payments. Similarly, another 
study found that borrowers who sought and 
received assistance from a credit counseling 
agency improved their credit management, 
in particular, by reducing the number of 
credit accounts on which they carried posi-
tive balances, cutting overall debt, and re-
ducing delinquency rates. More broadly, the 
research shows that financial knowledge is 
correlated with good financial outcomes; for 
example, individuals familiar with basic fi-
nancial concepts and products have been 
found to be more likely to balance their 
checkbook every month, budget for savings, 
and hold investment accounts. 

Studies that establish an association be-
tween financial knowledge and good finan-
cial outcomes are encouraging, but they do 
not necessarily prove that financial training 
and counseling are the causes of the better 
outcomes. It could be, for example, that 
counseling is associated with better finan-
cial outcomes because the consumers who 
choose to seek counseling are the ones who 
are already better informed or more moti-
vated to make good financial decisions. In 
medicine and other fields, researchers gain a 
better understanding of what causes what by 
doing controlled studies, in which some sub-
jects are randomly assigned a particular 
treatment while others do not receive it. To 
translate this idea to the analysis of the ef-
fects of financial counseling, the Federal Re-
serve Board’s Division of Consumer and Com-
munity Affairs is collaborating with the De-
partment of Defense to conduct a three-year 
study of the effects of financial education. 
This study will evaluate the impact of var-
ious educational programs on the financial 
decisions of soldiers and their families. It in-
cludes a treatment group of those receiving 
financial education, with the programs each 
family receives and when they receive it 
being determined randomly, and a control 
group of similar soldiers and their families 
who have not received this formal financial 
education. Because assignments of individ-
uals to programs will be random, any ob-
served changes in behavior can be more reli-
ably attributed to the type and amount of 
counseling received. Among other things, the 
results of this study should help us better 
understand whether financial education 
leads to changes in behavior for participants 
in general or only for those at critical teach-
ing moments, such as the period before mak-
ing a major financial decision such as choos-
ing a mortgage. 

I would like to say just a few words about 
the Federal Reserve’s broader role in pro-
moting consumers’ understanding of finan-
cial products and services. Beyond con-
ducting surveys of consumers and doing re-
search, we work in a number of ways to sup-
port consumers in their financial decision-
making. For example, through our consumer 
protection rule-writing authority, the Fed-
eral Reserve sets requirements that specify 
the information that must be disclosed to 
consumers about the terms and fees associ-
ated with credit and deposit accounts. These 
disclosures provide consumers with the es-
sential information they need to assess the 
costs and benefits of financial services and 
compare products among different providers. 
We are currently reviewing many of our dis-
closures and plan to use focus groups and 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4561 June 27, 2006 
other methods to try to make these disclo-
sures as clear and as user-friendly as pos-
sible. 

The Federal Reserve System also works to 
promote financial education and financial 
literacy through various outreach and edu-
cational activities. We provide a great deal 
of substantive financial information, includ-
ing interactive tools for economic education, 
on our education website 
www.federalreserveeducation.org. The 
website links to a wide variety of financial 
education resources at the local, regional, 
and national levels. 

Additionally, the Federal Reserved Board 
collaborates with educational and commu-
nity development organizations to support 
their efforts. Our national partners include 
the Jump$tart Coalition for Personal Finan-
cial Literacy, the Conference of Mayors’ 
DollarWi$e Campaign, Operation HOPE, the 
American Savings Education Council, and 
America Saves, among others. At the re-
gional level, the 12 Federal Reserve Banks 
work with organizations to support financial 
education and financial literacy. For exam-
ple, the Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland 
has worked with community financial edu-
cators to form regional networks that com-
bine resources and share best practices. The 
Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago sponsors 
‘‘MoneySmart Week,’’ partnering with 
banks, businesses, government agencies, 
schools, community organizations, and li-
braries to host activities designed to help 
consumers learn how to manage money. The 
Federal Reserve Banks of San Francisco and 
Minneapolis have worked with leaders in the 
Native American community to develop fi-
nancial education materials. My recent tes-
timony to Congress on financial literacy pro-
vided information on many other projects 
and programs. The Federal Reserve will con-
tinue to make financial education a priority. 

STRATEGIES TO ENCOURAGE SAVING 
Even if people know that they would be 

better off if they saved more or budgeted 
more wisely, we all know from personal ex-
perience that translating good intentions 
into action can be difficult. (Think about 
how hard it is to keep New Year’s resolu-
tions.) The field of behavioral economics, 
which studies economic and financial deci-
sions from a psychological perspective, has 
cast new light on consumer behavior and led 
to recommendations about how to improve 
people’s financial management. For example, 
studies of individual choices in 401(k) savings 
plans strongly suggest that workers do not 
pay adequate attention to their saving and 
investment decisions. Notably, despite the 
tax advantages of 401(k) contributions and, 
in some cases, a generous employer match, 
one-quarter of workers eligible for 401(k) 
plans do not participate. Studies have found, 
however, that if firms change the presen-
tation of the plan from an ‘‘opt-in’’ choice to 
an ‘‘opt-out’’ choice, in which workers are 
automatically enrolled unless they actively 
choose to remain out of the plan, participa-
tion rates increase substantially. The impact 
of changing from ‘‘opt-in’’ to ‘‘opt-out’’ is 
particularly evident for younger and lower- 
income workers, who may have less financial 
expertise. 

In addition, participants in savings plans 
evidently do not understand the various in-
vestment options that are offered. A survey 
by the investment management firm, The 
Vanguard Group, found that many plan par-
ticipants cannot assess the risk inherent in 
different types of financial assets; for exam-
ple, many did not appreciate that a diversi-
fied equity mutual fund is generally less 
risky than keeping most of one’s wealth in 
the form of the employer’s stock. Indeed, 
employees appear to invest heavily in their 
company’s stock despite the fact that their 
income is already tied to the fortunes of 
their employer. More than one-quarter of 

401(k) balances are held in company stock, 
and this high share arises not only from an 
employer match but from voluntary pur-
chases as well. 

These insights into consumer behavior 
have prompted some changes in the design of 
retirement plans and in education programs 
focused on saving for retirement. More em-
ployers now feature automatic enrollment in 
their 401(k) plans in an effort to boost par-
ticipation. Also, some have set the default 
investment option to a diversified portfolio 
that is rebalanced automatically as the 
worker ages or have set contribution rates to 
rise automatically over time in line with sal-
ary increases. 

However, although these changes in pro-
gram design may boost saving and improve 
investment choices, they are not a sub-
stitute for continued financial education. 
Employers, including the Federal Reserve 
Board, offer financial education at the work-
place to help their workers gain a better un-
derstanding of retirement savings options. 
Helping people appreciate the importance of 
saving and giving them the tools they need 
to translate that knowledge into action re-
main major challenges. 

CONCLUSION 
Let me close by observing that many fac-

tors influence consumer financial behavior. 
Financial education is clearly central to 
helping consumers make better decisions for 
themselves and their families, but policy-
makers, regulators, nonprofit organizations, 
and financial service providers must all help 
ensure that consumers have the tools and 
the information they need to make better 
decisions. Success can only come through 
collaborative efforts. I see much interest 
today in increased collaboration toward 
these objectives, both in Washington and 
around the country. 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak 
with you today. I encourage you to continue 
working together to help provide increased 
economic opportunity in your communities, 
and I wish you the best of luck in your ef-
forts. 

Mr. HINOJOSA. I also want to take 
this opportunity to thank Richard W. 
Fisher, CEO and president of the Fed-
eral Reserve Bank of Dallas, for 
hosting me recently at the Federal Re-
serve Bank of Dallas. Richard W. Fish-
er assumed the office of president and 
CEO of the Federal Reserve Bank of 
Dallas on April 4, 2005. President Fish-
er serves as a member of the Federal 
Open Market Committee, the Federal 
Reserve’s principal monetary policy-
making group. 

During my visit, President Fisher 
provided me with valuable economic 
information on the 15th District of 
Congress, as well as insight into the 
Dallas Bank’s efforts to improve finan-
cial literacy. I want to commend Presi-
dent Fisher and the Federal Reserve 
Bank of Dallas for publishing an excel-
lent brochure entitled, Building 
Wealth, a Beginner’s Guide to Securing 
Your Financial Future, which is an in-
troduction for individuals and families 
seeking to develop a plan for building 
personal wealth. It contains four sec-
tions: Learn the language; budget to 
save; save and invest; and take control 
of debt. The publication is available in 
both English and Spanish, and is avail-
able in print and it is available as an 
interactive version on the Dallas Fed’s 
Web site. I encourage you to look it up. 

The Dallas Fed is an active partner 
in several asset-building initiatives 

throughout its district, including the 
Texas Asset Building Coalition which 
promotes personal financial education, 
affordable homeownership opportuni-
ties, individual development accounts/ 
matched savings programs, the earned 
income tax credit, and antipredatory 
lending measures. 

Again, I want to thank Chairman 
Bernanke for speaking at my Regional 
Leaders Issues Conference and Presi-
dent Fisher for hosting me at the Fed-
eral Reserve Bank of Dallas. 

Mr. HINOJOSA. Madam Speaker, recently, I 
held my Fifth Regional Leaders Issues Con-
ference in the Jefferson Building of the Library 
of Congress. Over 140 of my constituents at-
tended the conference, including: elected offi-
cials, presidents of universities, educators, 
heads of Chambers of Commerce and other 
community leaders in the 15th district of 
Texas. On Tuesday, June 13, 2006, I was 
honored to have Dr. Ben Bernanke, Chairman 
of the Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve, give remarks to the conferees. He ref-
erenced data from the Survey of Consumers 
Finances, which is a triennial survey spon-
sored by the Federal Reserve Board. The lat-
est survey revealed some discouraging and 
alarming statistics: households whose income 
placed them in the bottom fifth of the popu-
lation were less likely than the average re-
spondent to maintain a checking or savings 
account; almost 25 percent of those families 
were ‘‘unbanked,’’ compared to less than 10 
percent of families in the other income levels. 
According to the survey, reasons given for not 
having an account varied: Some respondents 
said they would not write enough checks to 
make having an account worthwhile, but oth-
ers were dissuaded by minimum balance re-
quirements or said that they did not have 
enough money to justify opening an account. 
Chairman Bernanke stated that, in some 
cases, a lack of knowledge about the services 
that banks offer including deposit insurance or 
even a misunderstanding of the important role 
banks play in our economy. 

Chairman Bernanke went on to say that 
some of the general approaches to helping 
families of modest means build wealth and im-
prove their economic well-being include com-
munity economic development, financial lit-
eracy, and other programs that encourage 
saving and investment. As co-founder and co- 
chair of the Financial and Economic Literacy 
Caucus, I was pleased by all the information 
he provided my constituents, and I am 
pleased with the efforts the Federal Reserve is 
undertaking to improve financial literacy rates 
across the United States. I want to take this 
opportunity to express my sincere appreciation 
for Chairman Bernanke taking time out of his 
very busy schedule to speak to my constitu-
ents. It is my hope that the media will focus 
more attention on what the Chairman and the 
Financial and Economic Literacy Caucus have 
to say with regard to financial education and 
literacy, instead of focusing solely on Chair-
man Bernanke’s comments on the direction of 
interest rates. I find it odd that the media and 
some legislators have yet to realize that there 
is a correlation between the country’s poor fi-
nancial literacy rates and the actions the Fed-
eral Reserve has to take from time to time. 
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Madam Speaker, at this point, I ask unani-
mous consent to enter into the record the re-
marks Chairman Bernanke gave before my 
Fifth Regional Leaders Issues Conference. 

I also want to take this opportunity to thank 
Richard W. Fisher, CEO and President of the 
Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas, for hosting 
me recently at the Federal Reserve Bank of 
Dallas. Richard W. Fisher assumed the office 
of president and CEO of the Federal Reserve 
Bank of Dallas on April 4, 2005. President 
Fisher serves as a member of the Federal 
Open Market Committee, the Federal Re-
serve’s principal monetary policymaking group. 
He is former vice chairman of Kissinger 
McLarty Associates, a strategic advisory firm 
chaired by former Secretary of State Henry 
Kissinger. From 1997 to 2001, Fisher was 
deputy U.S. trade representative with the rank 
of ambassador. He oversaw the implementa-
tion of NAFTA, negotiations for the Free Trade 
Area of the Americas, and various agreements 
with Vietnam, Korea, Japan, Chile and Singa-
pore. He was a senior member of the team 
that negotiated the bilateral accords for Chi-
na’s and Taiwan’s accession to the World 
Trade Organization. Throughout his career, 
Fisher has served on numerous for-profit and 
not-for-profit boards. A first-generation Amer-
ican, Fisher is equally fluent in Spanish and 
English, having spent his formative years in 
Mexico. He attended the U.S. Naval Academy, 
graduated with honors from Harvard University 
in economics, read Latin American politics at 
Oxford and received an M.B.A. from Stanford 
University. 

During my visit, President Fisher provided 
me with valuable economic information on the 
15th district of Congress as well as insight into 
the Dallas Bank’s efforts to improve financial 
literacy. I want to commend President Fisher 
and the Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas for 
publishing an excellent brochure entitled Build-
ing Wealth: A Beginner’s Guide to Securing 
Your Financial Future, which is an introduction 
for individuals and families seeking to develop 
a plan for building personal wealth. It contains 
four sections: learn the language, budget to 
save, save and invest and take control of 
debt. The publication is available in both 
English and Spanish and is available in print 
and as an interactive version on the Dallas 
Fed’s Web site. The Dallas Fed is an active 
partner in several asset-building initiatives 
throughout its district, including the Texas 
Asset Building Coalition, which promotes per-
sonal financial education, affordable home-
ownership opportunities, Individual Develop-
ment Accounts/matched-savings programs, 
the Earned Income Tax Credit, and anti-preda-
tory lending measures. 

Again, I want to thank Chairman Bernanke 
for speaking at my Regional Leaders Issues 
Conference and President Fisher for hosting 
me at the Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until 10 
a.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 8 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess 
until 10 a.m. 

b 1000 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mrs. MILLER of Michigan) at 
10 a.m. 

f 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 
Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 

‘‘When I call; answer me, O God of 
justice, from anguish you release me; 
have mercy and hear me!’’ 

Lord, at times our prayers, especially 
those said publicly, are bold sounding, 
almost like a military order sum-
moning the ranks to take shape, a call 
to precision and movement. 

At other times, our prayer is more 
like a whimper, muffled in the heart, 
struggling to find the right words, the 
cry of the most dependent in our midst. 

Whenever or however we call out to 
you, O Lord, as individuals or as a Na-
tion, hear us. 

For we are in need of Your justice 
and Your mercy, both now and forever. 

Amen. 
f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House her approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. KUCINICH led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

IRAN’S GASOLINE IMPORTS 

(Mr. KIRK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KIRK. Madam Speaker, 3 years 
ago, a Congressman, ROB ANDREWS, and 
I founded the Iran Working Group to 
explore all peaceful options with re-
gard to the nuclear crisis. 

Last June, we proposed a unique op-
tion, an international quarantine on 
the sale of gasoline to Iran. Despite its 
status as an OPEC oil producer, Iran 
depends on over 40 percent of its gaso-
line supply from abroad, and because 
the mullahs failed to modernize Iran’s 
refineries, she has run short. 

Iran’s government knows of this crit-
ical weakness. They have reviewed the 
congressional resolution and calls for 
restricting gas sales to Iran. 

To prepare their people, the Iranian 
government decided this week to cut in 

half their gasoline subsidy for foreign 
supplies, effectively eliminating al-
most 200,000 barrels a day from their 
national supply. This will trigger gaso-
line rationing in Tehran and will begin 
to tighten the squeeze on the govern-
ment. 

It shows that this is a very powerful 
lever to use in the peaceful resolution 
of this crisis and one that Iran’s lead-
ers already know would be effective. 

f 

TIME TO REAWAKEN IN OUR PEO-
PLE THE COURAGE OF THE 
FOUNDERS 
(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KUCINICH. Madam Speaker, a 
reading from the book of James, Madi-
son that is. 

The fourth amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States: The 
right of the people to be secure in their 
persons, houses, papers and effects 
against unreasonable searches and sei-
zures shall not be violated. 

That amendment was passed in 1791. 
In 2006, the administration is getting 
the banking records of millions of 
Americans without a warrant. The gov-
ernment wants to know who you write 
checks to, who writes checks to you. 
They want to flag those transactions 
and investigate without a warrant 
legal, private conduct. Under the PA-
TRIOT Act, they can monitor wire 
transfers, ATM and credit card trans-
actions. 

This year, as we celebrate the 230th 
anniversary of our Declaration of Inde-
pendence, we find 150,000 troops in Iraq 
so the people there can have the very 
rights we are losing at home. 

It is time to reawaken in our people 
the courage of the Founders, the spirit 
that founded a free Nation so that we 
can remain a free Nation. That strug-
gle is not in Iraq. It is here in America. 

f 

REID-KENNEDY BILL IS NOT THE 
ANSWER 

(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, House 
Republicans are committed to passing 
strong immigration reform legislation. 
Last December, we passed a bill that 
would, among other things, strengthen 
border security, crack down on those 
who knowingly hire illegal workers, 
empower local law enforcement to en-
force our immigration laws, and allow 
for the swift deportation of illegal 
aliens. This is something that has to be 
done for our national security, and we 
cannot compromise on this. 

I cannot for the life of me understand 
why Democrats are pushing to pass the 
Reid-Kennedy bill, which is a huge pat 
on the back for those who are breaking 
our laws. This bill would reward bad 
behavior by guaranteeing Social Secu-
rity benefits for illegal aliens and ena-
bling them to collect welfare benefits 
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paid for by American tax-paying citi-
zens. In addition, the Reid-Kennedy bill 
would permit illegal aliens to pay in- 
State tuition at public universities, 
also funded by American taxpayers, 
and would require our country to con-
sult with Mexico before constructing a 
wall to protect our own country. 

Madam Speaker, the Reid-Kennedy 
bill is not the answer to our immigra-
tion problems, and I encourage my col-
leagues to oppose it. 

f 

MINIMUM WAGE/LIVABLE WAGE 
(Ms. SOLIS asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. SOLIS. Madam Speaker, the eco-
nomic climate created by years of 
failed Republican policies is tough for 
many Americans to swallow. Millions 
of full-time workers in the Nation who 
are making the Federal minimum 
wage, $5.15, find that every other cost- 
of-living expense has gone up, from 
prescription drugs to housing to just 
about everything, food on our table. 

The minimum wage has not increased 
for 10 years. The millions of Americans 
who would benefit from that increase 
know that it is impossible to make 
ends meet at the current salary that 
has not been raised since 1997. For ex-
ample, we are struggling with the ris-
ing costs of oil and other expenses. 

Madam Speaker, everyone in the 
country who works full time to support 
their family deserves to earn a livable 
wage. 

Today, Democrats will demand a vote 
in this House to increase the minimum 
wage from $5.15 to $7.25. It is only fair. 
We hope that House Republicans, who 
have been more than willing to shower 
giant tax breaks to their wealthy 
friends, will finally realize that no 
American working full time deserves 
to live in poverty. 

We hope that you will join with us 
today to increase the minimum wage. 

f 

PALESTINIAN UPHEAVAL 
(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, the pic-
tures running with recent news reports 
tell the story: The Palestinians are in 
upheaval. Earlier this month, hundreds 
of supporters of Palestinian leader 
Mahmoud Abbas and his Fatah faction 
stormed parliament buildings in 
Ramallah, setting parts of them ablaze. 
This was in response to earlier Hamas- 
led attacks on Fatah security forces in 
Gaza. 

Madam Speaker, this escalating vio-
lence among rival Palestinian factions 
should teach the world a lesson. Elec-
tions alone do not make people demo-
cratic. The elections are important, 
but without the foundation of a civil 
society and certain values, they will 
not guarantee democratic freedom. 

The Palestinian people must also em-
brace basic democratic values and prin-

ciples: the rule of law; freedom of 
speech; due process protections; respect 
for honest, civil debate; religious lib-
erties. The list goes on. 

Continuing to choose extremism 
rather than fundamental civil reforms 
like these will only lead to further up-
heaval and hardship. 

f 

PROVIDING A CARING FAMILY 
FOR FOSTER CHILDREN 

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Madam Speak-
er, I just returned from a briefing held 
by the Congressional Coalition on 
Adoption and their Caring Connections 
Program for children. I have never 
been more inspired, I have never been 
more motivated, and I have never been 
more stimulated than when I heard all 
of these young people who grew up in 
foster homes talking about their expe-
riences and where they have come. 

So I simply want to commend Sen-
ator LANDRIEU and Representative 
GINNY BROWN-WAITE for their leader-
ship of this activity and others. We 
need to make sure that all of our chil-
dren have warm, caring families in 
which to live. 

f 

STAFF SGT. ALBERTO SANCHEZ 
JR.—IMMIGRANT SOLDIER 

(Mr. POE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. POE. Madam Speaker, more than 
30 years ago, Alberto and Olga Sanchez 
decided to leave the dusty border town 
of Renosa, Mexico, and immigrate to 
Texas with their small child, Alberto, 
Jr. 

Alberto grew up in Houston and went 
to Milby High School. After high 
school, he wanted to go to college but 
decided to join the United States Army 
first. So he spent 9 years as a member 
of the United States Army. 

He married his sweetheart, Yesenia; 
and their fifth wedding anniversary 
was to be next month. 

But, Saturday, Staff Sergeant 
Alberto Sanchez, Jr., died while on 
combat patrol in Balad, Iraq. Caught in 
the path of an IED explosion, his 
wounds overcame him. He was 33 years 
of age. 

He was assigned to the Army’s 1st 
Battalion, 68th Armored Regiment, 3rd 
Heavy Brigade Combat Team of the 4th 
Infantry Division. 

IEDs, improvised explosive devices, 
are nothing more than booby traps bur-
ied by cowardly, masked terrorists who 
lack the courage to face our troops. 

Staff Sergeant Sanchez died while in 
service to his country. America joins 
his wife, his parents, his two siblings, 
along with a host of friends and family 
that mourn the loss of this American 
soldier. He is another example that 
freedom always costs and always will. 

And that’s just the way it is. 

PLAN FOR WITHDRAWAL FROM 
IRAQ 

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, 
on Sunday, Iraq’s prime minister un-
veiled a 24-point plan that included a 
timetable for U.S. withdrawal. 

Last week, the U.S. military’s top 
commander in Iraq briefed the Presi-
dent and top Republicans about a plan 
to significantly reduce the number of 
U.S. soldiers in Iraq. 

For months, Democrats have been 
calling for a new direction, including a 
timetable to redeploy U.S. soldiers out 
of harm’s way; and the American peo-
ple have been saying it is time for a 
new direction that protects U.S. inter-
ests by protecting U.S. soldiers. 

The Iraqi people, the American peo-
ple and the U.S. commanders all say 
the same thing: It is time for a time-
table. And the President still says the 
same thing: Stay the course. 

Madam Speaker, the Democrats were 
wrong. The President’s favorite phrase, 
stay the course, is not a slogan. It is a 
direct order for Republican Members of 
the Congress to deny their better judg-
ment and disregard the concern of 
their American constituents and the 
top five military commanders. 

The President must have some kind 
of October surprise in mind. The Presi-
dent is off course, and until there is a 
mid-term course correction, America 
will remain misled and misguided in 
Iraq, and U.S. soldiers will bear the 
brunt of the President’s stubbornness. 

f 

OPPOSING BILINGUAL BALLOTS 

(Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida asked and was given permission to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Madam Speaker, I rise today in 
support of reauthorizing the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965. However, I am 
greatly concerned about a provision 
that is in the bill for bilingual ballots. 
That language still remains in the bill. 

Let me be clear. I support legal im-
migration and certainly celebrating 
one’s heritage. However, the bilingual 
ballot provision has long kept new citi-
zens from increasing their knowledge 
of our language and from fully inte-
grating into our society. 

Not only is it expensive to print bal-
lots in a variety of different dialects 
and tongues, but it reinforces a frac-
tious society. 

I had planned to offer an amendment 
with my good friend and colleague, 
Congressman Steve King of Iowa, to 
strip this arcane and divisive language. 

I ask my colleagues for support of 
this measure. You heard it here. 
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REPUBLICAN PRIORITIES ARE NOT 
WITH AMERICAN FAMILIES 

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission 
to address the House for 1 minute and 
to revise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Madam Speaker, the disparity 
between the wealthiest Americans and 
the poorest continues to grow fostered 
by the failed economic policies of this 
Republican administration and Con-
gress. Despite huge cost-of-living in-
creases and gas prices, health care, and 
higher education, Americans who work 
full time at a minimum wage job have 
not received a pay raise in over 9 years. 

While these hardworking Americans 
struggle to support their families on 
just $10,700 per year, Republicans in 
this body are fighting to give million-
aires and huge corporations tax breaks. 
They have even taken their misguided 
priorities to a new level. After voting 
in committee to allow a modest in-
crease in the minimum wage, now they 
don’t want to bring it to the House for 
a vote. 

Democrats plan to hold a vote on the 
minimum wage later today because we 
believe that expanding economic op-
portunity to 7 million Americans who 
have been ignored should be a priority. 
Republicans, please make this a pri-
ority. 

f 

DOMESTIC ENERGY DEVELOPMENT 

(Mr. GINGREY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. GINGREY. Madam Speaker, as 
we head into the 4th of July holiday, 
millions of Americans will feel the 
pinch of high gasoline prices as they 
travel to see family and friends. We are 
watching gas prices climb higher and 
higher, and it has become readily ap-
parent that America is too dependent 
on foreign crude oil. 

Earlier this year, the House passed 
legislation to allow drilling in a tiny 
portion of the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge of this frozen tundra of Alas-
ka’s north slope. Despite the fact that 
oil from ANWR could supply my State 
of Georgia’s energy needs for 54 years 
and that drilling would be conducted 
under the strictest environmental 
standards, many Democrats still op-
pose this legislation. 

This week, we have another chance 
to support domestic energy production 
when we vote on legislation to use 
America’s massive energy resources in 
the deep seas on the Outer Continental 
Shelf. The bipartisan legislation is one 
way we can start weaning America off 
our foreign oil dependency. 

Madam Speaker, the American peo-
ple are tired of paying high prices at 
the pump. They demand action, and 
this Republican majority is delivering. 
I ask my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to join me in supporting the 

development of domestic energy 
sources. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO ALBERTO V. 
SANCHEZ, JR. 

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, I lost a constituent this last 
week in Iraq. Staff Sergeant Alberto V. 
Sanchez, Jr., had planned to celebrate 
his fifth wedding anniversary next 
month while on leave from Iraq. ‘‘It 
takes a piece of my heart,’’ his mother, 
Olga Sanchez, said in Houston, through 
tears. ‘‘Nothing we can say or do will 
ever bring him back.’’ 

Sanchez, 33, a Milby High School 
graduate, died Saturday from wounds 
he suffered when an improvised explo-
sive device detonated near his vehicle 
in Balad, about 50 miles north of Bagh-
dad. 

Sanchez was assigned to the Army’s 
1st Battalion, 68th Armor Regiment, 
3rd Heavy Brigade Combat Team, 4th 
Infantry out of Fort Carson. Alberto 
Sanchez chose the Army so he could 
earn money for college tuition, but the 
military became his career. He chose 
to be in the Army, and his mother, 
Olga Sanchez, said he always said, 
‘‘This is just a job. I’ve got to do what 
I’ve got to do.’’ 

His parents, Alberto, Sr., and Olga 
Sanchez, moved to Houston from 
Reynosa, Mexico, when their son was 
an infant. The family is in disbelief, 
Mrs. Sanchez and the other adult chil-
dren said. ‘‘We never felt worried,’’ his 
mother said. ‘‘If he felt worried, he 
never showed it. Like I said, all the 
pictures we have of him, he always had 
a big smile.’’ 

Madam Speaker, I ask for a moment 
of silence to celebrate this American 
hero, Alberto Sanchez, Jr. 

f 

CONDEMNING LEAKS OF 
NATIONAL SECURITY SECRETS 

(Ms. HARRIS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. HARRIS. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to express outrage and disgust 
over United States officials who con-
tinue to leak national security secrets 
during wartime. 

Most recently, someone leaked infor-
mation to the media regarding the 
SWIFT program, which tracks finan-
cial transactions of al Qaeda associ-
ates. 

Someone in the United States Gov-
ernment is subverting the war on ter-
ror, thereby putting our troops at 
greater risk and, in essence, prolonging 
the war. 

Americans have the right to know 
who this person is and what their in-
tentions are. In the words of the New 
York Times, it is ‘‘in the public’s best 
interest to know.’’ 

I have introduced a resolution ex-
pressing that U.S. officials who leak 
sensitive information of national secu-
rity secrets should be vigorously inves-
tigated and, if need be, brought to jus-
tice. If after a thorough investigation 
these officials are found to be disloyal 
to our country, they should be tried for 
treasonous acts. 

While al Qaeda and the terrorists 
may appreciate these leaks, Americans 
certainly do not. 

f 

SUCCESS WITH TROOPS ON THE 
BORDER 

(Mr. PRICE of Georgia asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Madam 
Speaker, sending troops to control our 
borders has already proven to be suc-
cessful. Instead of being buried on page 
eight, this should be front-page news. 
The press should know that the story is 
no longer about what is happening here 
in Congress, but what is happening at 
the border. 

During the first 10 days of June, total 
detentions of illegal aliens declined by 
21 percent compared to the same period 
a year ago. That is pretty good for just 
55 National Guard troops who didn’t ar-
rive on the border until June 3. 

While the National Guard is cer-
tainly not the final answer, their pres-
ence clearly demonstrates that added 
resources on the border is pivotal to 
controlling our illegal immigration 
emergency. Strong enforcement de-
creases the influx of illegal aliens. 
Promises of amnesty only encourage 
illegals to storm our borders in greater 
numbers. 

Madam Speaker, our laws must be 
taken seriously by both those who 
would violate them and those charged 
with their enforcement. Thanks to our 
National Guard troops for their vital 
work in bringing order out of chaos. 

f 

FREEDOM ISN’T FREE 

(Mrs. BLACKBURN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker, 
you know, ‘‘freedom isn’t free’’ is a 
saying that we hear a lot. Sometimes 
we think it is a little bit trite. But I 
will tell you, Madam Speaker, this 
weekend I have seen the embodiment 
of that phrase, as I have met in Iraq 
with some of our 101st Airborne troops 
and our National Guard men and 
women. They understand their mission, 
they are dedicated, and yes, indeed, 
they are getting the job done. 

I have also seen the embodiment of 
that phrase this weekend as I have met 
with some of the Iraqi parliamentar-
ians. I joined three of my colleagues 
there. We were led by Congresswoman 
KAY GRANGER, who did a masterful job 
in continuing to mentor some of the 
Iraqi women parliamentarians. We 
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have watched them struggle and put 
energy into their fight to achieve de-
mocracy, to achieve freedom, and to 
join us in saying, yes, indeed, we un-
derstand freedom isn’t free. It does 
come with a price. 

f 

COMMENDING CENTURY-OLD BUSI-
NESSES IN NORTH CAROLINA’S 
EIGHTH DISTRICT 

(Mr. HAYES asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. HAYES. Madam Speaker, it is 
with great pleasure that I rise before 
you today to congratulate 13 distin-
guished businesses in North Carolina’s 
Eighth District that have served their 
communities and their country for 
more than 100 years. Not only do these 
businesses provide valuable jobs in our 
community, but they also illustrate 
North Carolina’s rich tradition of en-
trepreneurship and the importance of 
family-owned businesses. 

I congratulate the following busi-
nesses for their many contributions: 
Norton Doors, Moose Drug Company, 
Eaton Corporation, Mt. Pleasant Hard-
ware & Milling, Efird Marble and Gran-
ite, Dunn Manufacturing Company, 
Coffing Hoists, Woodmen of the World 
Insurance, Miller Lumber Company of 
Mt. Pleasant, Wall Safety Products, 
Pass & Seymour/Legrand, Tuscarora 
Yarns, Incorporated, and Bonsal Amer-
ican. 

Small businesses like these remain 
pillars in our community because of 
their commitment to producing quality 
products and advancing award-winning 
customer service. I commend the own-
ers and employees of these firms for 
their contribution to the American 
economy and their pledge to producing 
and selling quality and innovative 
products. 

f 

SAFETY AT INDIAN POINT 
NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS 

(Mrs. KELLY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Mrs. KELLY. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to call on this House to pass leg-
islation of major importance to my 
constituents in New York’s Hudson 
Valley. The Indian Point nuclear power 
plants are located within 35 miles of 
New York City, making it the largest 
population in the country that lives 
within the vicinity of a nuclear power 
plant. 

I visited the plants on January 30 
with a nuclear safety engineer from the 
Union of Concerned Scientists. After-
ward, I requested that the Nuclear Reg-
ulatory Commission authorize an inde-
pendent safety assessment at Indian 
Point. 

As I saw on my visit, there are many 
people working at Indian Point who are 
fully dedicated to ensuring a safe and 
secure plant. They deserve our sincere 

appreciation. But Indian Point is an 
aging plant with a history of problems, 
and an ISA is the best way to identify 
areas of weakness before they become 
serious issues. 

My Hudson Valley colleagues and I 
have introduced legislation to call on 
the NRC to commit an ISA at Indian 
Point. Additional colleagues here in 
Congress have joined me in this. This 
would ensure the utmost safety at In-
dian Point for our surrounding commu-
nities. 

The NRC needs to put the safety of 
the residents of New York’s Hudson 
Valley first, and I urge the House to 
promptly consider and approve our leg-
islation. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4973, FLOOD INSURANCE 
REFORM AND MODERNIZATION 
ACT OF 2006 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 891 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 891 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4973) to re-
store the financial solvency of the national 
flood insurance program, and for other pur-
poses. The first reading of the bill shall be 
dispensed with. All points of order against 
consideration of the bill are waived. General 
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Financial 
Services. After general debate the bill shall 
be considered for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. The bill shall be considered as 
read. Notwithstanding clause 11 of rule 
XVIII, no amendment to the bill shall be in 
order except those printed in the Committee 
on Rules accompanying this resolution. Each 
such amendment may be offered only in the 
order printed in the report, may be offered 
only by a Member designated in the report, 
shall be considered as read, shall be debat-
able for the time specified in the report 
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, shall not be subject 
to amendment, and shall not be subject to a 
demand for division of the question in the 
House or in the Committee of the Whole. All 
points of order against such amendments are 
waived. At the conclusion of consideration of 
the bill for amendment the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted. 
The previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California, my friend, Congress-
woman MATSUI, pending which I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time yielded is for purposes of 
debate only. 

This structured rule provides 1 hour 
of general debate, equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee 
on Financial Services. It waives all 
points of order against consideration of 
the bill and makes in order only those 
amendments printed in the Rules Com-
mittee report accompanying the reso-
lution. 

It provides that the amendments 
printed in the report may be offered 
only in the order printed in the report 
and offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report. They shall be 
considered as read, shall be debatable 
for the time specified in the report, 
equally divided and controlled by the 
proponent and an opponent. These 
amendments shall not be subject to 
amendment and shall not be subject to 
a demand for division of the question 
in the House or in the Committee of 
the Whole. 

Finally, the rule waives all points of 
order against the amendments printed 
in the report, and, as always, it pro-
vides the minority with one motion to 
recommit with or without instructions. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of this rule and the underlying 
legislation brought to the floor from 
the Financial Services Committee 
under the leadership of Coach MIKE 
OXLEY and Chairman RICHARD BAKER. 

Yesterday evening, despite inclement 
weather, the Rules Committee met and 
took testimony from Members regard-
ing their thoughts on how to improve 
this legislation. The committee deter-
mined that many of these amendments 
should be considered and made two- 
thirds of those amendments submitted 
to the committee in order, including 
seven Democrat and bipartisan amend-
ments. 

This legislation follows upon sensible 
reforms of the Flood Insurance Reform 
Act of 2004, which also sought to up-
date and modernize the National Flood 
Insurance Program. Although this pre-
vious effort at reforming the program 
was well intended, a number of provi-
sions included in the 2004 act have yet 
to be implemented. 

Also, this earlier effort is currently 
incomplete because it was passed by 
Congress before Hurricanes Katrina 
and Rita devastated the gulf coast and, 
therefore, did not incorporate the les-
sons learned from these storms and 
how best to administer the NFIP. 

The Flood Insurance Reform and 
Modernization Act makes a number of 
commonsense changes to current law. 
Among other things, it does the fol-
lowing: it requires the Comptroller 
General of the United States to study 
the effects of extending the mandatory 
flood insurance purchase requirements 
to all properties located in flood hazard 
areas and report back to Congress 
within 6 months on the findings. 

b 1030 
It increases the fine levied against 

federally regulated lending institutions 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 00:21 Jun 28, 2006 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00007 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K27JN7.010 H27JNPT1rf
ak

e 
on

 P
R

O
D

1P
C

77
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH4566 June 27, 2006 
for each failure to require mandatory 
flood insurance purchase requirements 
to $2,000 and increases the total cap on 
fines for institutions to $1 million. 

It reiterates FEMA’s responsibilities 
to implement provisions of the Flood 
Insurance Reform Act of 2004 and di-
rects FEMA to continue to work with 
the insurance industry, State insur-
ance regulators and other interested 
parties to implement the minimum 
training and education standards for 
all insurance agents who sell flood in-
surance policies, and mandates that 
FEMA submit a report to Congress on 
implementation of these provisions. 

It directs FEMA to maintain and pe-
riodically publish an inventory of lev-
ees located in the United States so that 
these levees can be identified for Na-
tional Flood Insurance Programs. 

In addition to improving and reform-
ing this program, this legislation also 
ensures that taxpayers are protected, 
including provisions to establish that 
nonresidential properties and nonpri-
mary residences will be charged actu-
arial instead of subsidized rates. 

It increases the NFIP’s borrowing au-
thority to $25 billion, but also a re-
quirement that FEMA submit a report 
to Congress on how it intends to repay 
funds borrowed under this increased 
authority. 

It requires a semiannual report by 
FEMA to Congress on the financial sta-
tus of the National Flood Insurance 
Program. 

It extends the current pilot program 
for mitigation of severe repetitive loss 
properties, which is set to expire Sep-
tember 30, 2009, to 2011. 

Madam Speaker, I would like to com-
mend Chairman OXLEY and Chairman 
BAKER for their hard work on this leg-
islation. Listening to people, learning 
from the mistakes of the past and also 
from the impact of these devastating 
hurricanes has meant that we will con-
tinue our efforts to protect home-
owners, taxpayers, while ensuring that 
a viable market for flood insurance 
continues to operate effectively and ef-
ficiently in the United States. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
rule and the underlying legislation. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Ms. MATSUI. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas for 
yielding me this time. 

Madam Speaker, I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

(Ms. MATSUI asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. MATSUI. Madam Speaker, as the 
representative of a district in a flood-
plain, I understand the need for a 
healthy flood insurance program. My 
hometown of Sacramento is the most 
at-risk river city in the Nation. When-
ever I talk about our efforts to improve 
Sacramento’s level of flood protection, 
I also mention the importance of flood 
insurance. If you live behind a levee, 
you should have flood insurance. 

I also recognize that to accomplish 
this we need a healthy and robust Na-

tional Flood Insurance Program. That 
is why the legislation we debate today, 
the Flood Insurance Reform and Mod-
ernization Act, is so significant. 

Through this legislation, we will 
meet our responsibilities. We will en-
sure coverage is available to those at 
risk, and we will educate those same 
individuals as to the benefits of flood 
insurance. This bill takes us in that 
positive direction. 

In the aftermath of Hurricane 
Katrina, the deficiencies in the pro-
gram were laid bare. What remained 
was a program $25 billion in debt with 
a questionable future. It is imperative 
that we rebuild the flood insurance 
program. 

For many Americans, owning insur-
ance that protects against a flood is 
more valuable than in case of a fire. 
That is because homes in a federally 
designated special flood hazard area 
are three times as likely to be de-
stroyed by flood as a fire. This is the 
case for almost three-fourths of all 
homes in Sacramento. This is an im-
portant program that must be re-
formed to ensure its long-term sta-
bility and solvency. 

The bill we are considering today 
makes reasonable reforms. It will lay 
the foundation for a stronger and im-
proved flood insurance program. For 
that, I would like to thank Chairman 
OXLEY, subcommittee Chairman RICH-
ARD BAKER and Ranking Member BAR-
NEY FRANK for their work on this bill, 
as well as the minority staff of the Fi-
nancial Services Committee, particu-
larly Jeff Riley, for all their tireless 
work. 

This bill takes important steps to 
modernize the flood insurance pro-
gram. It raises maximum coverage lim-
its to keep up with inflation. It pro-
vides new coverage for living expenses 
if you have to vacate your home, and it 
also provides optional coverage for 
basements and business interruption 
coverage for commercial properties. 

These are all positive steps that will 
allow the program to continue to pro-
vide peace of mind to those impacted 
when a flood event occurs. 

Moving forward, Congress is also 
making the flood insurance program 
sustainable in the long run. It tightens 
enforcement of purchase requirements 
and ends subsidies on vacation homes, 
second homes and businesses. These 
steps may not be popular, but the pro-
gram needs this kind of tough medi-
cine. 

Additionally, it directs FEMA to pro-
vide Congress with information that 
will allow us to evaluate whether we 
should modify the program’s manda-
tory purchase requirements. This is an 
issue that demands serious consider-
ation, and I know that we will hear fur-
ther debate on it once this bill reaches 
conference. 

As I conclude, I would like to express 
my disappointment that an important 
amendment I offered was not adopted. 
It would have created an educational 
outreach grant program to ensure 

homeowners in high-risk flood areas re-
tain their flood insurance. This grant 
program works. 

Last year, the Sacramento Area 
Flood Control Agency, with a FEMA 
grant, conducted just such a campaign, 
SAFCA, and reached out to more than 
45,000 NFIP policyholders in the Amer-
ican River floodplain with impressive 
results. 

Of this group, 43 percent now carry 
preferred risk flood insurance. Pre-
ferred risk policies provide policy own-
ers who are protected by a levee or 
other flood mitigation method with 
full flood insurance at a reduced price. 
Because of the lower price, the pre-
ferred risk policies have a higher level 
of policy retention. 

To put the success in perspective, 
FEMA more than recouped its invest-
ment. SAFCA exceeded its target for 
policies, retained more than 20 times 
over, adding millions to the flood in-
surance program’s bottom line. 

Extending these grants to other flood 
plains will only strengthen the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program. I will 
continue to move this program idea 
forward; and I look forward to working 
with Chairman OXLEY, Chairman 
BAKER and Ranking Member FRANK on 
this grant program. 

Ensuring the long-term stability and 
solvency of this nearly 40-year-old pro-
gram is critical. The Flood Insurance 
Reform and Modernization Act is an 
excellent step in the right direction. As 
my grant program demonstrates, there 
is still more to do. 

Having said that, this is a good bill 
and a much-needed start. I urge my 
colleagues to support the rule so that 
we can enact this important legisla-
tion. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, at 
this time, I yield such time as she 
chooses to consume to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. GINNY 
BROWN-WAITE). 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Madam Speaker, I rise in support 
of the rule; and I want to thank Mr. 
SESSIONS, as well as Chairman OXLEY 
and Mr. BAKER and the ranking mem-
ber of the Financial Services Com-
mittee, BARNEY FRANK, for working 
hard to bring this updating measure to 
us today. 

Madam Speaker, when the Financial 
Services Committee debated this bill, 
an issue came to my attention that 
needed a remedy. 

Many States like Florida that have 
far too many experiences with flooding 
have established a mediation process 
for residents who have flood claims. 
This process gives residents the oppor-
tunity to settle a claim dispute with 
FEMA without having to go to court. 
Florida has a 90 percent success rate 
with this process, which other States 
have actually begun emulating. This 
process brings quick results to home-
owners, saves millions of dollars in 
court costs and is something that 
should be encouraged. 
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However, oftentimes representatives 

from FEMA refuse to show up, even 
though the mediation program is non-
binding. This is a travesty to residents 
who have already lost so much. 

Accordingly, my colleague and I from 
Florida, Congresswoman DEBBIE 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, introduced an 
amendment that requires FEMA to 
participate in State mediation claims. 
Again, this process is nonbinding. If a 
resident is unhappy with the results of 
the proceedings, they may choose to 
file suit. But the language will ensure 
that residents have a choice, instead of 
FEMA making that choice for them by 
simply avoiding the process. 

I urge all Members to give home-
owners the opportunity to settle their 
claims quickly without a team of law-
yers and mountains of legal fees. I urge 
your support for the rule and also the 
underlying bill so that homeowners liv-
ing in flood-prone areas will have some 
certainty. 

Ms. MATSUI. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK). 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 
this rule and in the hopes that this rule 
will be a model that my colleagues will 
follow. It actually puts in order just 
about every amendment that ought to 
be put in order, and I hope that is a 
precedent. 

The bill also represents, I think, the 
legislative process at its best. We 
began this a couple of years ago. The 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER), who is still a Member, 
and the former Member from Nebraska 
(Mr. Bereuter) formed a very effective 
bipartisan coalition to take the flood-
plain program and to preserve its es-
sence to provide assistance to Ameri-
cans who could not get it from the pri-
vate market without this government 
program. 

Let me stress that this is a case 
where we are putting forward a Federal 
government program to meet a prob-
lem that will not be met by the private 
market. And for my friends who sub-
scribe to the maxim of the former ma-
jority leader from Texas (Mr. Armey) 
that markets are smart and govern-
ment is dumb, I guess he would think 
what we are doing today is dumb, but 
he is probably the only one in the 
country who does. Because we are now 
dealing with a market failure in the 
economic sense by having a govern-
ment program, but it should be a sen-
sible government program. It was not 
as sensible as it should be. 

We began a process when the gen-
tleman from Oregon and the gentleman 
from Nebraska came to us, and this 
was a collaborative effort between my-
self as the ranking member and the 
chairman of the committee, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. OXLEY). We 
found one of those cases where you 
could improve a program from both the 
environmental and fiscal standpoints, 
and we have legislation today that 
takes an important program that 

meets a very pressing social need, the 
ability of people who live in flood plain 
areas to continue to live and to get in-
surance at a reasonable cost, and we 
make it better environmentally, less 
likely that there will be building in en-
vironmentally unwise areas and in un-
wise circumstances, and we make it 
less of a fiscal problem with the Fed-
eral Government. 

Now, clearly, people recognize the 
problem. In the case of Katrina, we 
spent a great deal of money and got too 
little in return. There were some prob-
lems there from the standpoint of levee 
construction and a number of other 
things. We can’t, in a bill like this, ob-
viously, prevent disasters. What we can 
do is increase our ability to work with 
them. 

So I am very proud of this bill. There 
is one amendment in particular, and a 
number of the amendments will get bi-
partisan support. Our colleague from 
Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR), who lived 
through some of the worst of this per-
sonally, has a very important amend-
ment. I strongly advocate for it. I wish 
he had gotten more than 10 minutes to 
discuss it. So I am going to talk a little 
bit about it now. We will talk some 
more about it in the general debate. 

It deals with the problem that home-
owners face when they are told that 
they will not get any compensation for 
damage if it was caused by water, when 
they are told that it was caused by 
water, when they have very good rea-
son to think it was caused by wind. 

There is this split. Wind damage is 
covered by private homeowner policies, 
water damage by flood damage, by the 
flood insurance program. There is very 
good reason to believe that people have 
not been treated fairly in this situa-
tion. 

The gentleman from Mississippi, who 
has been one of the most tireless and 
energetic defenders of the rights of 
citizens in this program, has an amend-
ment that would bring to bear the ad-
ministrative resources to look into this 
issue. We cannot regulate State insur-
ance, but we can, at the intersection of 
the Federal fund insurance program, 
the State insurance, bring to bear our 
investigative and other resources. 

The gentleman from Mississippi’s 
amendment is an essential piece of try-
ing to treat people fairly in the past 
but, even more, preventing abuses in 
the future. So I strongly urge people to 
vote for it. 

In general, we have a good bill. There 
are amendments from both parties that 
will improve it. There are some amend-
ments that I will oppose on the whole. 
It is a legislative effort that will make 
an important program environmentally 
better and fiscally better and meet, as 
I said, a defect the private market on 
its own cannot meet. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, at 
this time, I would like to notify my 
colleague, Ms. MATSUI, that I do not 
have any additional speakers. I would 
welcome the opportunity to have her 
go through those speakers, have her 

close, then I will do the same after she 
is through. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

b 1045 

Ms. MATSUI. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker, 
I appreciate the gentlewoman’s cour-
tesy in permitting me to speak on the 
rule, and I appreciate her interest in 
dealing with these sensitive issues, 
given the district that she represents. 
It was my privilege to have worked 
with her husband on some of these in 
the past, and I appreciate her following 
through, because it is critical to people 
in the greater Sacramento area. 

As we have seen outside our window 
here in Washington, DC, it is critical to 
people around the country because 
flooding is not just something that oc-
curs in storm-racked coastal areas or 
immediately adjacent to rivers. What 
we are finding is that there can be 
flash floods in deserts. We are seeing 
throughout a four-state region now the 
havoc that can be wreaked given tor-
rential rain, having the ground soaked, 
having development that has taken 
away the natural absorptive capacity 
as wetlands disappear. This is an issue 
that everybody needs to be concerned 
about. 

I appreciate the words of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts, the rank-
ing member of the Financial Services 
Committee, who has been focusing in a 
laser-like fashion, on these issues, 
along with the Chair, Mr. OXLEY. We 
are seeing more progress that has been 
made in this area in the last 3 years, 
frankly, than we saw with the late 
Hale and Lindy Boggs, when the pro-
gram was first set up. And it is impor-
tant. 

We are talking about areas now in 
the aftermath of Katrina where people 
understand, for the first time, the 
issues. The rule that has been offered 
up, one where we are going to have a 
number of amendments in order, which 
is going to permit an opportunity for 
us to deal with some serious legislation 
to try and teach one another about this 
issue, and to make it better over the 
long term. 

One of the fundamental issues that is 
going to come up throughout the rules 
that are before us is who is going to be 
subsidized under this program. There 
are those who feel that, well, frankly, 
we shouldn’t rigorously impose the 
flood insurance program. We shouldn’t 
try to expand the net for people that 
are involved. We shouldn’t make sure 
that people have flood insurance. 

Well, frankly, I think history has 
shown in the last year that we do peo-
ple no favors by not having an effective 
flood insurance program, by not help-
ing people prepare; indeed, to the con-
trary. What we are doing is we are en-
couraging more people to be in harm’s 
way. We are allowing some people to 
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avoid flood insurance, and we are shift-
ing the burden on those who are re-
sponsible flood insurance policy-hold-
ers. 

If we are able to avoid a single 10% 
unnecessary rate increase, this ripples 
across to save $150 to $200 million for 4 
million policy-holders. It is a savings 
that is compounded over time. So it is 
$150 to $200 million each and every 
year. 

Now, part of the problem of having 
people who should have flood insurance 
avoid that responsibility, and we are 
finding that there are almost a half 
million properties, vacation homes, 
second homes, commercial properties, 
that don’t have flood insurance. What 
that does is that transfers the burden 
to those that do. It artificially inflates 
the rate that others pay inequitably. 

In addition, it poses a problem be-
cause those people that don’t have 
flood insurance that should, well, 
frankly, it tugs at our heart strings, 
and we come forward with aid to try 
and help people after the fact. We are 
spending billions of dollars that could 
have been avoided if we had been deal-
ing with an effective flood insurance 
program, and if we would have imple-
mented some of the initiatives that we 
brought forward for mitigation to pre-
vent flood damage in the first place. 

So, Madam Speaker, I appreciate the 
opportunity to be involved with the de-
bate today. I join my colleague, Mr. 
FRANK, in thanking the Rules Com-
mittee for allowing a full and vigorous 
debate. I hope we see more. This 
shouldn’t be the exception. I hope it be-
comes a pattern. 

This is one of those issues that is not 
partisan. It is not geographical. It is 
not philosophical. It is one of the 
things that simply good government, 
hard legislating, will benefit from a 
full and vigorous debate on the floor of 
the House, and I look forward to being 
a part of it. 

Ms. MATSUI. Madam Speaker, I have 
no additional speakers, and I will pro-
ceed to close. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I 
have no further speakers. I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Ms. MATSUI. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Madam Speaker, this bill represents 
an incredible amount of collaboration 
between Chairman BAKER and Ranking 
Member FRANK. 

This is a very important bill. It 
makes reasonable changes to the flood 
insurance program. It will lay the 
foundation for a stronger, improved 
flood insurance program. I urge my col-
leagues to support the rule so that we 
can enact this important legislation. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, as 
you have heard today on the floor, this 
rule is fair; it is balanced. It is not an 
exception; it is a rule. And I appreciate 
the kind comments that have been 
made by my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle about underlying legislation 

which will help improve the national 
flood insurance program. 

I want to thank Chairman RICHARD 
BAKER from Louisiana and Chairman 
MIKE OXLEY from Ohio for their strong 
leadership on behalf of this great bill. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move the pre-
vious question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, the Clerk will effect a tech-
nical correction in the engrossment of 
the resolution by inserting ‘‘the report 
of’’ after ‘‘printed in’’ on page 2, line 9. 

There was no objection. 
f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 5672, SCIENCE, STATE, 
JUSTICE, COMMERCE, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2007 
Mr. GINGREY. Madam Speaker, by 

direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 890 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 890 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5672) making 
appropriations for Science, the Departments 
of State, Justice, and Commerce, and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2007, and for other purposes. The 
first reading of the bill shall be dispensed 
with. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived. General debate 
shall be confined to the bill and shall not ex-
ceed one hour equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Appropriations. 
After general debate the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the five-minute 
rule. All points of order against provisions in 
the bill for failure to comply with clause 2 of 
rule XXI are waived except: beginning with 
the colon on page 15, line 18, through page 16, 
line 4; page 24, lines 17 and 18; and section 
607. Where points of order are waived against 
part of a paragraph, points of order against 
language in another part of such paragraph 
may be made only against such other part 
and not against the entire paragraph. During 
consideration of the bill for amendment, the 
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole 
may accord priority in recognition on the 
basis of whether the Member offering an 
amendment has caused it to be printed in the 
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of rule 
XVIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. When the committee rises 
and reports the bill back to the House with 
a recommendation that the bill do pass, the 
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto to 
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions. 

SEC. 2. Upon the adoption of this resolution 
it shall be in order, any rule of the House to 
the contrary notwithstanding, to consider 
concurrent resolutions providing for ad-
journment of the House and Senate during 
the month of July. 

SEC. 3. House Resolution 878 is laid upon 
the table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY) is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. GINGREY. Madam Speaker, for 
the purpose of debate only, I yield 30 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER), pending which I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time is yielded for the pur-
pose of debate only. 

Madam Speaker, H. Res. 890 is an 
open rule, and it provides 1 hour of gen-
eral debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Appropriations. This resolution waives 
all points of order against consider-
ation of the bill and provides that 
under the rules of the House, the bill 
shall be read for amendment by para-
graph. This resolution waives points of 
order against provisions in the bill for 
failure to comply with clause 2 of rule 
XXI, prohibiting unauthorized appro-
priations or legislative provisions in an 
appropriations bill, except as specified 
in the resolution. 

It authorizes the Chair to accord pri-
ority in recognition to Members who 
have preprinted their amendments in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and pro-
vides one motion to recommit with or 
without instructions. This resolution 
provides that it shall be in order, any 
rule of the House to the contrary not-
withstanding, to consider concurrent 
resolutions providing for adjournment 
of the House and Senate during the 
month of July and provides also that 
H. Res. 878 is laid on the table. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of House Resolution 890 and the 
underlying appropriations bill. 

H.R. 5672 will fund many of the prior-
ities of this Nation, combating ter-
rorism and crime, strengthening our 
economy, fostering diplomatic rela-
tions and, finally, advancing scientific 
growth and innovation throughout this 
country. Each of these priorities is es-
sential to ensure a stronger and a more 
secure America, and this bill increases 
funding over last year for almost each 
and every one of these priorities. 

I should also add, to the credit of the 
committee, under the leadership of 
Chairman WOLF, that this bill also con-
tains almost $200 million in savings for 
our taxpayers. I want to thank Chair-
man WOLF for his stewardship of this 
bill. 

Madam Speaker, H.R. 5672 provides 
$22.1 billion for the Department of Jus-
tice. That is almost $724 million above 
last year, and it is $1 billion above the 
President’s request. 

This $22 billion includes $6 billion for 
the FBI, as they develop and execute 
better ways to combat terrorism and 
fight various forms of crime, from 
child exploitation to gang violence. 
This increased funding means improved 
information technology, better coun-
terintelligence capabilities, and a 
greater number of highly trained 
human assets on the ground. 
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Additionally, because State and local 

law enforcement play a fundamental 
and a critical role in fighting crime, 
this bill includes $2.6 billion for their 
efforts. And that is an increase of $1.1 
billion over the President’s request. 

H.R. 5672 also includes $558 million 
for the Edward Byrne Justice Assist-
ance Grants program. That is $147 mil-
lion over last year, fiscal year 2006. 

b 1100 
And to fight this scourge of 

methamphetamines which sadly per-
vades so many of our communities, in-
cluding those of my own, Georgia’s 
11th, this bill provides $1.75 billion for 
the Drug Enforcement Administration, 
the DEA. 

Unquestionably, this bill dem-
onstrates the commitment of this Con-
gress, working with the President, to 
continually reassess and strengthen 
our security and our law enforcement 
priorities, ensuring that threats at 
home and abroad are identified and 
neutralized. 

Madam Speaker, H.R. 5672 also pro-
vides $22.7 billion to fund our Nation’s 
scientific priorities, with $16.7 billion 
for NASA as well as $6 billion for the 
National Science Foundation. Having 
practiced as an OB–GYN for almost 30 
years, I cannot emphasize enough the 
importance of encouraging scientific 
advancement in saving lives and im-
proving our quality of life. Scientific 
innovation also captivates the minds of 
our children and other generations to 
come as they dream to develop tech-
nologies that will change the world of 
tomorrow. 

Madam Speaker, this bill also in-
cludes funding to further improve the 
world of today by providing $9.7 billion 
for the State Department. Of that, $1.7 
billion goes to secure and replace our 
vulnerable embassies throughout the 
world. 

H.R. 5672 includes $5.95 billion for the 
Department of Commerce, $900 million 
for the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission, $294 million for the Federal 
Communications Commission, and $213 
million for the Federal Trade Commis-
sion. 

Madam Speaker, these dollars are es-
sential to not only building a stronger 
economy but also ensuring a fair and a 
level playing field for everyone who 
participates in this economy. 

Madam Speaker, last but not least, 
this bill also includes $643 million for 
the SBA, the Small Business Adminis-
tration, which will support business 
loans to help entrepreneurs across our 
great Nation access critical start-up 
capital for new businesses. Without 
question, our economy is driven by 
small businesses and the entrepreneurs 
who are willing to take a chance and 
turn a dream into a reality. 

In conclusion, this bill also makes 
provisions for three very important 
programs in the 11th Congressional 
District of Georgia. I want to mention 
these because they are so important. 

The Inner Harbor EXCEL Program in 
Rockmart, Georgia, in Polk County, 

provides quality services for at-risk 
youth and offers a viable alternative to 
incarceration. It funds the Douglas 
County Zero to Three Program which 
helps the county’s juvenile courts to 
better address the needs of neglected 
and maltreated infants and toddlers. 

And, lastly, the National Association 
of Court Management, which aims to 
improve our courts and develop related 
educational programs. 

I want to again thank Chairman 
WOLF for his support of these programs 
which are so very important to the 
people of northwest Georgia. 

Madam Speaker, as we move forward 
with this debate, I want to encourage 
my colleagues to please support this 
rule and support the underlying bill as 
we stand together in support of funding 
our Nation’s priorities. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, 
this morning, we are certainly on an 
important appropriations bill, but I 
would like to spend my time this morn-
ing talking about a portion of the bill 
that we were not able to get into the 
bill. 

Last week, the American people 
watched as the majority led the charge 
against the estate tax. Republicans ar-
gued they were doing it for the benefit 
of small businesses and independent 
farmers. But the majority could not 
provide even one concrete example 
that supported their claim. No farm 
has been found, no small business has 
been found that had to go under be-
cause of the estate tax. 

What the Republicans were really in-
terested in was the 3/10ths of 1 percent 
of Americans who pay the tax, super- 
rich families, 18 of whom have spent a 
combined $490 million over the last 10 
years in their quest to make the estate 
tax disappear. Today, I would ask my 
friends in the majority to compare that 
sum, $490 million just in lobbying 
costs, to the amount of money a full- 
time minimum wage earner makes in 
an entire year, which is $10,712. 

The minimum wage has not been in-
creased in 9 years. Because of inflation, 
it is effectively at its lowest level of 
purchasing power since 1955. And this 
majority wants to keep it that way. 

In fact, last night, in the Rules Com-
mittee, the majority refused to allow 
an amendment to this bill that would 
have increased the minimum wage, so 
we won’t have the chance to debate it 
here today. 

Contrary to the claims of Repub-
licans, minimum wage earners aren’t 
just teenagers. Indeed, 46 percent of 
them are over the age of 25, and 35 per-
cent are the sole wage earners for their 
families, many of them working two 
and three minimum wage jobs to put 
some food on table. 

Despite what Republicans will say 
today, there is no empirical evidence 
to suggest that an increase in the min-
imum wage would either increase pov-
erty or cost small-business jobs. In 
fact, the studies that are available 
show the opposite to be the case. Twen-
ty States have higher minimum wage 
standards than are federally required. 
A Center for American Progress study 
found that, between 1998 and 2003, small 
business employment in those States 
grew at an average of 9.4 percent. In 
contrast, it grew at an average of only 
6.6 percent everywhere else. 

There is also no established connec-
tion between increases in the minimum 
wage and an increase in poverty, con-
trary to the rhetoric. Once again, the 
opposite is true. Obviously, when you 
increase salaries in a way that does not 
decrease employment opportunities, 
the increase in the minimum wage 
helps people to rise out of poverty and 
gives them more spending power. 

Finally, consider that 81 percent of 
all the respondents in America to a 
January poll said raising the minimum 
wage was an important priority in 
their mind. If only 19 percent of Ameri-
cans aren’t thinking about it, that is 
overwhelming. 

And so, Madam Speaker, my Repub-
lican friends find themselves in a bind. 
In their steadfast and determined oppo-
sition to even a moderate increase in 
the minimum wage, they cannot claim 
to be speaking for the American peo-
ple. They can’t claim to be speaking on 
behalf of the available evidence, either, 
because that evidence indicates that an 
increase in the minimum wage will 
help American workers and the econ-
omy, not hurt them. 

Republicans can’t really claim to be 
speaking for anyone, anyone except, 
that is, the small group of rich busi-
ness groups who have dedicated a tre-
mendous amount of time, energy and 
money to fighting a minimum wage in-
crease. It should not come as a sur-
prise, of course. Ultra-rich special in-
terest groups were the reason that they 
worked so hard to overturn the estate 
tax last week, and we really shouldn’t 
expect anything today that would be 
different. 

Madam Speaker, what we are seeing 
is a democracy that has been broken, 
par for the course from the party that 
recently tabled the renewal of the Vot-
ing Rights Act. Our elected officials 
are supposed to base their decisions on 
the will of the people, but this leader-
ship cares only about the will of a few 
rich businessmen. 

We all know that our democracy was 
designed to keep this House responsive 
to the needs of the public, but history 
shows us that this leadership listens 
only to well-paid lobbyists and is will-
ing to do almost anything to ensure 
their agenda is implemented. For 
years, they have repeatedly assaulted 
the process, abusing rules and the eth-
ical standards of this Congress to get 
what they want, no matter the price. 
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When Democrats opposed a repeal of 

the estate tax last week, we did so be-
cause we believe those who have bene-
fited the most from our society have an 
obligation to give the most back. This 
week, I think we saw that, with a great 
gift of Warren Buffett, one of our rich-
est persons and citizens, to help the 
people at large, not just in America but 
throughout the world. 

I ask my Republican colleagues, is 
that the American dream for you? Or is 
it one where people cannot get a raise 
in their minimum income to be able to 
take care of their families? Is working 
40 hours a week for poverty wages the 
American dream for you? Or is it the 
belief that honest workers will be given 
an honest chance to build the life for 
themselves that they deserve? 

We have not forgotten that dream on 
our side. We are going to continue to 
stand united behind Americans as they 
pursue it. We also stand for an open 
and honest democratic government 
that will demand it. And we will not 
rest until we have made this House the 
People’s House once more, because the 
citizens of this great Nation deserve no 
less. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. GINGREY. Madam Speaker, at 
this time, I want to yield as much time 
as he might consume to the distin-
guished chairman of the Rules Com-
mittee, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. DREIER). 

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I want 
to thank my friend from Georgia for 
yielding and for his superb manage-
ment of this very important appropria-
tion bill that is coming forward. I also 
want to extend my appreciation to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. 
SWEENEY) for the hard work that he 
has put into this very important meas-
ure. It is a bipartisan bill that I know 
enjoys broad support. 

I know that the topic of discussion is 
the issue of increasing the minimum 
wage. I would like to say for the 
record, as I did in the Rules Committee 
last night, that I am a strong pro-
ponent of seeing the minimum wage in-
crease. I want to see every American’s 
opportunity increased, and I believe 
that the policies that we have put into 
place, not providing some sort of guar-
antee, I mean, States have minimum 
wage rates. My minimum wage rate in 
the State of California is substantially 
higher than the Federal minimum 
wage rate. There are some States that 
have a lower minimum wage, and I 
think it plays a role in the standard of 
living. 

But I am one who has traditionally 
been concerned about the notion of 
mandating from the Federal level an 
increase in the minimum wage. I know 
that that is the issue that is going to 
be talked about time and time again. 
An argument is propounded by many 
that we somehow are more interested 

in the rich than we are in those who 
are trying to get onto the first rung of 
the economic ladder. Nothing could be 
further from the case. We believe very 
strongly in ensuring opportunity for 
every single American. 

We want to make sure that there is 
opportunity out there, and there have 
been a wide range of empirical studies 
done, Madam Speaker, that show that 
if we look at the impact that it has on 
small businesses and on a wide range of 
other entities out there, it can be infla-
tionary and, in fact, it can cost jobs. 

Now, I know a lot of people try to 
dispute that and say that it hasn’t hap-
pened, but I think that realizing we 
have a 4.6 percent unemployment rate, 
as has been said time and time again 
by the President and others, it is lower 
than the average for the last four dec-
ades, we have a strong, growing econ-
omy today and I would not want to 
take any action whatsoever that could 
potentially impinge on the economic 
growth that we are enjoying. 

And we want to see everyone’s wages 
increase. We want there to be greater 
opportunity for people to improve 
themselves. So, regardless of what ar-
guments you might hear to the con-
trary, we are passionately committed 
to that. Some of us just have difficulty 
with having the Federal Government 
mandate it. 

I want to congratulate the chairman 
of the subcommittee, Mr. WOLF, and 
JERRY LEWIS, who chairs the full com-
mittee, for this work product; and I 
want to talk about one particular issue 
that has been very important to me for 
the last 12 years. 

Back in 1994, Madam Speaker, we es-
tablished something known as SCAAP. 
That is kind of an intriguing acronym 
that is out there. It is known as the 
State Criminal Alien Assistance Pro-
gram. The idea behind that is the fact 
that the Federal Government has the 
responsibility for the security of our 
Nation’s borders. We all know that. We 
have had a raging debate that has gone 
on in this body and in the other body. 

We are hoping very much that we are 
going to be able to come up with a 
measure that focuses first on border se-
curity, which is what we did in the 
House bill, but as we look at the things 
that were included in that measure, in-
creasing border fencing, criminalizing 
those who would allow their property 
to be used for tunneling under the bor-
der, a wide range of things, we also 
have to recognize that there is a real 
problem that exists in this country 
today and that is there are many peo-
ple here illegally who have committed 
crimes, and in light of the fact that 
they have committed these crimes, 
they have been incarcerated through-
out the country. 

In my county alone of Los Angeles, 
and I represent both Los Angeles and 
San Bernardino Counties, the great 
sheriff, Lee Baca, who was just re-
elected a few weeks ago, he is in Los 
Angeles County, and Sheriff Gary 
Penrod in San Bernardino County, they 

have come to me regularly and said 
that it costs millions and millions and 
millions of dollars for the incarcer-
ation, of criminal justice of people who 
are in this country illegally who have 
committed crimes. In fact, Sheriff 
Baca has told me repeatedly that it 
costs $150 million a year in Los Angeles 
County alone. 

Now one of the things that we have 
done over the past 6 years, we have 
been able to provide roughly $1 billion 
to the State of California for the reim-
bursement. Again, we don’t cover all 
the costs, but it is, I believe, important 
for us at the Federal level to step up to 
the plate and realize that security of 
our borders is a top priority, and if 
there are people who are in here ille-
gally committing crimes and a cost is 
thrown onto the shoulders of State and 
local governments, we should provide 
this reimbursement. 

b 1115 
Last year, I was privileged to work 

with our colleague, JIM KOLBE, and we 
coauthored an amendment that in-
creased by $50 million the funding level 
for the State Criminal Alien Assistance 
Program to $405 million. What we have 
done this year, and I take my hat off to 
the distinguished members of the Ap-
propriations Committee who have 
worked so hard on this, we have actu-
ally seen the committee itself come up 
with a level of $405 million. Again, that 
is not enough, Madam Speaker, but it 
is, I believe, a very important step to 
say to those who are taking on this re-
sponsibility at the State and local lev-
els that they should be reimbursed. 

We have to secure our borders. We 
have to do everything that we possibly 
can to bring an end to the problem of 
illegal immigration. As we continue to 
work on that, it is absolutely impera-
tive that we do all that we can to make 
sure that the Federal Government 
takes its responsibility. 

So this is an open rule that we have, 
and I believe it is very appropriate. It 
has funding for important measures. 

Another issue that is very important 
to me is the fact that when it comes to 
space research, we have been able to 
improve the quality of life for people 
all over this country and around the 
world. One of the greatest centers of 
that operation happens to be the Jet 
Propulsion Laboratory, which is part 
of the California Institute of Tech-
nology. The Jet Propulsion Laboratory 
is in Pasadena. 

I am proud to say the Jet Propulsion 
Laboratory is in La Canada-Flintridge. 
I jointly represent that area with our 
colleague ADAM SCHIFF. When I look at 
this bill, I am very pleased that rec-
ognition of the importance of that fa-
cility and the programs there is in-
cluded in it. 

So this is a good bill. I am strongly 
supportive of it and believe the rule 
will allow for a wide-ranging debate. 

Madam Speaker, I thank my friend 
for yielding. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
am pleased to yield 5 minutes to the 
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gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), 
the ranking member of the Appropria-
tions Committee. 

Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, I am 
urging every Member to vote ‘‘no’’ on 
the rule as a protest against the Rules 
Committee action in refusing to allow 
a minimum-wage increase amendment 
to be attached to this bill. 

I know that there are some people 
that say it shouldn’t be on this bill; but 
the fact is, Mr. HOYER and I and several 
others tried to have it attached to the 
Labor-Health-Education appropriations 
bill, and after we won, with the help of 
seven Republicans and 1 Democrat, the 
House Republican leadership decided to 
prevent that bill from coming to the 
floor of the House. So now we are try-
ing to attach it to this bill. 

I make no apology for that. The ma-
jority leader of the Senate attached 40 
pages of unrelated language to the de-
fense bill last year, language which in-
sulated the pharmaceutical industry 
from lawsuits. 

This issue is not about committee ju-
risdiction. This issue is about whose 
side are you on. For more than 9 years, 
we have seen no increase in the min-
imum wage. I take that problem per-
sonally, because after my parents were 
divorced, my mother worked for the 
minimum wage, and I can tell you how 
it feels to see a woman work 40 hours 
and come home with less than $40 in 
the check. It doesn’t feel very good. 

I can tell you how it feels to see you 
run out of money before you run out of 
days of the month, so at the end of 
every month, you have to take a house-
hold item, a table or a lamp or a radio, 
down to Etzkins’ Pawn Shop to get a 
little money to get through the month. 
And the outrageous fact is that today, 
the minimum wage buys less than it 
did when my mother was earning it a 
number of years ago. 

This Congress has an obligation to do 
something about that, but it hasn’t. In 
the meantime, food prices have gone up 
by 20 percent, housing costs have gone 
up by 25 percent, medical expenses 
have gone up by 40 percent, and gas 
prices have doubled. 

Last week, this institution voted to 
take no action to block a cost-of-living 
increase for Members of Congress. It 
takes a woman working at the min-
imum wage 4 months to earn the equiv-
alent of that congressional COLA. Four 
months. What is the matter with peo-
ple in this institution if they can jus-
tify a COLA increase for Members of 
Congress at the same time that they 
have been blocking a minimum-wage 
increase for 9 years? I find it out-
rageous. 

I don’t want to hear this baloney 
about, ‘‘Oh, President Clinton warned 
that he would veto the minimum wage 
a few years ago.’’ President Clinton 
was a strong proponent of the min-
imum-wage increase. He was forced to 
warn the Congress that he would find a 
bill fiscally irresponsible if the Con-
gress took the minimum wage and at-
tached it to over $200 billion in tax 

giveaways and tax cuts that were paid 
for totally with borrowed money. 

So let’s not have any nonsense on 
this floor about how President Clinton, 
after all, resisted the minimum wage. 
What President Clinton did was to re-
sist the taking of the minimum wage 
hostage to the tax writing, borrow-to- 
pay-for-tax-cut schemes of the major-
ity party. 

So, Madam Speaker, this, to me, is a 
matter of elemental decency. It is a 
matter of equity. A Congress that does 
nothing to stand in the way of a cost- 
of-living increase for itself is a Con-
gress that certainly ought to have the 
decency to pass a minimum-wage in-
crease for the people we are talking 
about. 

Mr. GINGREY. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Madam Speaker, in regard to some of 
the minimum-wage arguments the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin is making, I 
want to point out, and these are not 
my statistics, but these are accurate 
statistics, that one-third of minimum- 
wage workers are children of the head 
of a household. Over half, 52 percent, 
actually of minimum-wage workers are 
under 25 years old. Less than 1 percent 
of minimum-wage workers are in 
households with a total income of 
$20,000 or less. 

The big concern, of course, Madam 
Speaker, in regard to minimum wage, 
and I am certainly not suggesting that 
that issue might not be considered by 
this Congress in a more appropriate 
setting than this appropriations bill, 
indeed it might, and indeed we may 
need to raise that minimum wage 
somewhat, but we have to be very, very 
careful that in the process we don’t de-
stroy some of these jobs. 

The gentleman talked about a situa-
tion with his own mom, and there are 
plenty of people in those situations. 
But if we raise the minimum wage to 
too high a level, then they won’t have 
any job at all to come home from. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
SWEENEY), a hardworking member of 
the Appropriations Committee. 

(Mr. SWEENEY asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SWEENEY. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of the rule and the underlying leg-
islation. Let me point out that I think 
Chairman WOLF and Ranking Member 
MOLLOHAN have done a spectacular job 
in very tight circumstances with this 
bill. Having been on the committee in 
the past, I am very proud of this work 
product. 

As my friend from Georgia pointed 
out, this bill has a multiple of pur-
poses, and one of them is to help fund 
the efforts of the State Department to 
establish diplomatic relations through-
out the world. 

Twenty years ago in West Berlin the 
La Belle Discotheque was bombed by 

the Libyan Government. Eighteen 
years ago, over Lockerbie, Scotland, 
Pan Am Flight 103 was shot down by 
the Libyan Government. 

Madam Speaker, that was at the be-
ginning of, the early part of, the war 
on terror and terrorism. Lockerbie had 
an incredible toll, 270 murdered vic-
tims, with 189 Americans part of that. 
La Belle had two GIs murdered in that 
bombing and 50 permanently injured 
American citizens. 

In 2002, Libya agreed to pay com-
pensation to the families of Lockerbie 
in order to avoid a criminal trial, avoid 
a criminal trial. In 2004, they agreed to 
pay $35 million to the victims of the La 
Belle Discotheque. 

During the full Appropriations Com-
mittee markup, I passed an amend-
ment, Madam Speaker, that prohibits 
the State Department from fully estab-
lishing diplomatic ties with Libya and 
accepting a Libyan ambassador until 
the Libyan Government makes full 
compensation payments to the victims 
of these two horrendous terrorist acts. 
You may ask why I did that and why 
that was appropriated in this bill. Well, 
it is about timing. 

On May 15, the State Department 
proposed the removal of Libya from the 
list of state-sponsored terrorist na-
tions. Congress has 45 days under the 
law to review that removal. That 45 
days will be up this Thursday. I fear 
very much so, and that is why we in-
corporated it into this bill, that this is 
the last opportunity that this govern-
ment has to do the right thing for the 
people, for American citizens who have 
been victimized by terrorist attacks. 

Without the language that was put 
into the full appropriations markup 
and protected by the Rules Committee, 
this Congress, this government, might 
not be there to stand and do the right 
thing, which, unfortunately, over the 
last 20 years it has shown it has not 
been all that willing to do for the vic-
tims of these vicious attacks. 

So I want to thank Chairman DREIER 
and the Rules Committee and I want to 
thank Chairman HYDE and Ranking 
Member LANTOS of the International 
Relations Committee for agreeing that 
it is important that we go forward and 
ensure that the full compensation, the 
reparations, if you will, to these fami-
lies, is maintained. 

Madam Speaker, in 2002, Libya agreed to 
pay compensation to the families, in order to 
avoid a criminal trial. While 80 percent of that 
agreement has been met, the remaining 20 
percent was held back by Libya as long as 
they remained on the U.S. list of state spon-
sors of terrorism. 

Libya has now been removed from that list, 
and must now follow through on its agree-
ments. The State Department removed Libya 
from the list on May 15th. Congress has 45 
days to review the removal of Libya. That 45- 
day window is up on Thursday. We need to 
send a strong signal to Libya that they must 
live up to their deal. 

Some of my constituents experienced this 
act of terror very personally. Glendon and 
Margaret Rafferty, of Ticonderoga in my Con-
gressional District, lost four family members— 
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their daughter Bonnie Leigh Williams, son-in- 
law Eric, and granddaughters Stephanie and 
Brittany. Joan and Tom Dater, of Pittstown in 
my Congressional District, lost their daughter, 
Gretchen. 

Despite Libya’s pending removal from the 
state sponsors of terror list, Libya publicly stat-
ed yesterday they are no longer obliged to pay 
the final installment of these reparations to the 
families. This is unacceptable. 

I will point out to my colleagues, if 
they don’t think it is serious, the Liby-
an Government indicated yesterday 
that they don’t intend to meet the full 
obligations under this agreement, just 
as they have for 20 years stonewalled 
efforts by those families to reach some 
reward; and I don’t know if we can call 
it a just reward, because it really isn’t. 
Money is not going to replace their 
loved ones or their children murdered 
here, but at least some branch of this 
government is going to step up and say 
that it is wrong that that happened, 
that we not going to let it happen, and 
you don’t just get a free pass back in 
once you have committed those kinds 
of horrendous, awful terrorist acts. 

I want to thank Members on both 
sides of the aisle for joining with me on 
this. I want to let the families of these 
attacks know that we are with them. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself 2 seconds simply to say 
that the workers who need it most, 57 
percent of the benefits of the wage in-
crease will go to families with working 
adults in the bottom 40 percent of the 
income scale. It is true that people are 
trying to raise families on the min-
imum wage. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr. 
MOLLOHAN). 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I regret that this 
rule does not make in order two 
amendments that were offered during 
full committee. 

First, I offered an amendment that 
would provide $600 million additional 
money to this bill to protect our com-
munities, invest in economic develop-
ment, especially in rural areas, provide 
critical legal assistance to low-income 
families and respond to concerns by 
Members about the Federal investment 
in science and education funding. All of 
this, Madam Speaker, would have been 
accomplished by just nicking by about 
$1,657 the tax cut received by the 
wealthiest people in this country, 
those who make over $1 million a year. 

Under this amendment, those who 
make over $1 million a year, instead of 
an average tax break of $114,172, under 
this amendment, which would have al-
lowed us to put $600 million more into 
this bill for those worthy causes, they 
would have received an average of 
$112,515. All of that could have been 
paid for, and certainly they would not 
have been hurt at all. 

Well, we had a good debate in full 
committee, an hour and a half long, 
touching on the budget policy of the 
past few administrations, the budget 

resolution that resulted in this bill’s 
tight allocation and the tax cuts that I 
believe are evidence that the Bush ad-
ministration is not serious about bal-
ancing this budget. 

This discussion was important be-
cause it was a reminder of our different 
priorities. My amendment is a reflec-
tion of the Democratic priorities that, 
with more funding, could be reflected 
in this bill, and I regret that that 
amendment was not made in order 
today. 

I also was concerned that the rule 
does not make in order an amendment 
that I was proud to cosponsor with 
Representatives HOYER and OBEY that 
would have raised the minimum wage, 
which has not been increased since 
1997, from $5.15 to $7.25 by January 1, 
2009. 
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The increase would occur in three in-
crements, 70 cents each on January 1, 
2007, 2008 and 2009. Such a small 
amount of money would have huge 
meaning to working families. 

There are 7 million low-wage workers 
that would receive an increase in their 
hourly wage rate and increase their 
standard of living if the minimum wage 
were increased. 

While I am pleased that the rule does 
provide protection for an ill-advised 
tax on commercial explosives which 
was proposed by President Bush, this 
rule does not protect this ill-advised 
tax the President’s fiscal year 2007 
budget contained for the second year in 
a row, a tax on the users of explosives. 
My State, due to its extraction indus-
try, would bear the largest share of the 
burden associated with this tax. At an 
appropriate point in this bill, I intend 
to make a point of order against the 
tax. 

Mr. GINGREY. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself 30 seconds. 

The gentleman is talking about how 
he would pay for his amendment that 
would cost $600 million. Madam Speak-
er, I think it is important that we 
point out that they always say how 
much of a tax break people making 
more than a million dollars, and they 
talk about a $114,000 tax break, and we 
are going to cut that down to $112,000, 
but they never say, the gentleman 
from West Virginia certainly did not 
say, how much these people with an ad-
justed gross income of over $1 million 
are actually paying in taxes every 
year. It is a huge number, and they do 
not want to share that with the fellow 
Members. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. OLVER). 

Mr. OLVER. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in opposition to this rule because 
it precludes the consideration of an in-
crease in the minimum wage which has 
not been increased in 8 years. 

In regard to the underlying bill, I do 
appreciate the work of the chairman 

and the ranking member in funding 
valuable programs within this year’s 
utterly inadequate allocation. I am 
pleased that this bill contains funding 
for SBA’s Microloan program. 

For the past 3 years, the President 
has recommended eliminating this pro-
gram, but this Congress has funded 
SBA Microloans every year since the 
program was established in 1992 by the 
first President Brush. 

Last week, on a bipartisan basis, the 
Appropriations Committee restored 
funding for SBA’s Microloan program 
for fiscal year 2007. These Microloans 
go to people with viable businesses who 
have limited credit history, limited 
collateral, and limited or no business 
experience. They go to low-income in-
dividuals, women and minority owners 
that have faced obstacles in securing 
capital, and they are a significant 
source of new jobs in rural areas. 

Through the Microloan program, 
intermediaries have provided 23,500 
loans totaling more than $282 million, 
averaging only $12,500 per loan, a small 
amount of funding each year. This pro-
gram has created over 64,000 jobs dur-
ing its existence. In my district, the 
Western Massachusetts Enterprise 
Fund has issued 92 loans, for a total of 
$1.5 million and created 180 jobs. 

Businesses that use the Microloan 
program receive more than just finan-
cial backing. Lender intermediaries 
offer technical assistance and support 
to these small business owners as their 
companies develop. The assistance 
component of the program lasts 
throughout the life of the loan and en-
sures a high success rate. 

Intermediaries like the Western Mass 
Enterprise Fund respond to the needs 
of owners at each step in the business 
growth. 

As we all know, small businesses are 
the lifeblood of the American economy. 
The greatest job growth in the econ-
omy comes from the growth of success-
ful small businesses. 

With that, I again, Madam Speaker, 
urge, in spite of good features in the 
underlying bill, I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on 
the rule. 

Mr. GINGREY. Madam Speaker, at 
this time I have no additional requests 
for time, so I continue to reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO). 

Ms. DELAURO. Madam Speaker, for 
the last 5 years Republicans have stood 
by as the compensation of chief execu-
tive officers of major corporations has 
soared. At the same time, the salaries 
of middle-class Americans have stood 
absolutely still. 

The minimum wage has not been 
raised since 1997, almost a decade. In 
that time, Congress has voted to in-
crease its own pay nine times. If this 
Congress can get a raise, the American 
people ought to be able to get a raise. 
Had it been merely adjusted just for in-
flation from its level in 1968, those 
earning minimum wage would be mak-
ing $9.05 instead of $5.15. Instead, its 
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purchasing power remains at its lowest 
level in half a century. 

Madam Speaker, millions of full-time 
minimum wage workers and their fami-
lies live in poverty. Sixty percent of 
minimum wage workers are women. 
They are adults over 20 years old. On 
average, minimum wage workers con-
tribute over half of their total family’s 
income. Who can live, much less raise a 
family, on $10,700 a year? 

It is not just the cost of milk and 
bread that has increased by 25 percent 
since it was last raised, Madam Speak-
er. Four-year public college tuition has 
increased 77 percent, health insurance 
97 percent, gasoline 136 percent. Today, 
it takes a full day’s pay for a minimum 
wage worker to pay for a single tank of 
gas. 

Is there any clearer indication that 
the quality of life for those earning 
minimum wage in this country has de-
creased? Is there any more obvious sign 
that these families are headed in a 
downward spiral? The cost of every-
thing is going up, while their wages are 
spiraling down. 

For Democrats, this is a moral issue. 
We believe we should be raising the 
minimum wage, one of the best tools 
we have to keep families from falling 
off an economic cliff in this country. 
Even more than that, we believe some-
thing very elemental, that people who 
work full time in America should not 
be poor. We believe that their families 
should not be poor. 

The fact is that despite the fact the 
economy grew 4.2 percent last year, its 
best statistical performance since 1999, 
very little of this growth is reaching 
many families. Indeed, over the past 5 
years, productivity as measured by real 
GDP per hour worked has risen by 
about 14 percent, as the real wages of 
non-managerial workers have risen less 
than 2 percent. Who is getting the 12 
percent? 

So when people look at the statistics 
like that and wonder where is the rest 
of the money going, all they need to do 
is to look at their Congress emptying 
the Treasury by passing massive estate 
tax cuts for the likes of millionaires 
and billionaires. 

Madam Speaker, by raising the min-
imum wage to $7.25, this Congress can 
say that hardworking families have a 
right to share in some of this economic 
growth, that this country is not about 
the survival of the fittest but about op-
portunity and opportunity for all. 

Lastly, Madam Speaker, there is a di-
rect corollary between small business 
growth and the minimum wage. I think 
the findings would surprise many of my 
colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle. 

Between 1997 and 2003, small business 
employment grew more in States with 
a higher minimum wage, 9.4 percent, 
than in the Federal minimum wage 
States where it only grew 6.6 percent. 
That tells us that raising the minimum 
wage is not only a matter of economic 
security for families but for businesses 
and for our economy as well. 

So, Madam Speaker, I will oppose 
this rule, because I believe the Amer-
ican people need to know where their 
Representatives in this Congress stand 
when it comes to the minimum wage. 
They need to know, are you for eco-
nomic security for families or are you 
against it? Do you stand with Amer-
ica’s families or do you stand against 
them? That is the choice before this 
Congress today. I oppose the rule. 

Mr. GINGREY. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Madam Speaker, in response to some 
of the comments the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut was making, and the 
gentleman from Wisconsin earlier said 
in his remarks that they wanted an op-
portunity, and was taking an oppor-
tunity on this bill, to discuss the min-
imum wage issue even though it was 
not the appropriate format, and I agree 
with that, I think that the discussion 
of this issue certainly would be more 
appropriate for the next appropriations 
bill that we will be considering, Labor- 
HHS. Or maybe it will come up even as 
a stand-alone measure. I do not know. 

But it just seems to me that on this 
appropriation bill, Science, State, Jus-
tice and Commerce Appropriations Act, 
that this is not the right format to 
bring up the issue. 

I do not question the gentleman’s 
right or any of the Members on the 
other side of the aisle who have spoken 
during this rule time about the min-
imum wage issue. But this is not some-
thing that this is the last opportunity 
to get this done. 

I want to say, Madam Speaker, too, 
in regard to this issue, listen to this, 
minimum wage hikes pit low-skilled 
adults against teenagers from higher 
income families. This was an article in 
a newspaper May 13, 2004. 

Employers react to minimum wage 
hikes by replacing low-skilled adults 
with teenagers from high-income fami-
lies who are drawn into the job market 
by better pay. Decades of research con-
firmed what President Roosevelt’s De-
partment of Labor found just 1 year 
after the minimum wage made its 
debut in 1938. 

In a number of instances there have 
been reports that workers who have 
been receiving less than the minimum 
wage have been laid off and replaced by 
more efficient workers. Minimum wage 
hikes can destroy jobs and destroy 
them permanently. When jobs are de-
stroyed by minimum wage hikes, those 
jobs often never come back. 

Again, this is a newspaper article 
from May 13, 2004. Following minimum 
wage increases, employers often re-
place less skilled employees with ma-
chines or simply reduce the level of 
service to customers. Businesses auto-
mate their telephone reception. Fast 
food diners bus their own tables. Gas 
stations go self-service. Shoppers scan 
and bag their own groceries. 

The point I am making, Madam 
Speaker, is that you have to be, and I 
know the gentleman from Wisconsin 

certainly understands these issues as 
well as anybody, but the concern is 
that you do not want to destroy jobs by 
raising the minimum wage to a level, 
that this in fact happens, as I quoted 
from some of these articles in past sta-
tistics. 

I do not think that this side of the 
aisle is opposed to looking at this 
issue, and, again, whether it is on the 
Labor-HHS bill or whether it is on a 
stand-alone situation, but I do not 
think this is the appropriate time to 
have this debate. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, 
may I inquire how much time I have 
remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman has 101⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
OBEY). 

Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, the gen-
tleman says that this is an inappro-
priate bill to which to attach the min-
imum wage. The majority party has 
routinely attached gigantic pieces of 
legislation to appropriation bills. 

The Senate majority leader did that, 
as I just recited a few minutes ago, on 
an outrageous special interest provi-
sion insulating the drug companies 
from legal suit just a few months ago. 

Let me tell you what is inappro-
priate. What is inappropriate is to have 
a bunch of guys wearing suits in this 
Chamber sit on their duffs for 9 years 
and not find a way to increase the min-
imum wage for the lowest paid workers 
in this country. That is what is inap-
propriate. 

b 1145 
This is what is outrageous, and that 

is why the ranking of this Congress is 
less than 23 percent in the public opin-
ion polls. I would like to find somebody 
in that 23 percent. I cannot believe 
there are 23 percent of the people who 
think this Congress has lived up to its 
obligations to middle-income workers 
and the middle class. 

The fact is, you can either help raise 
the minimum wage or you can stand as 
an obstacle to it. So far, the Rules 
Committee has stood as an obstacle to 
it. The Republican leadership of this 
House has stood as an obstacle to it. 
When we did attach it to the most ap-
propriate appropriations bill, your 
leadership blocked that bill from com-
ing forward. 

So give me a break. It is not that you 
do not think this is the appropriate ve-
hicle. It says your party, by a 2-1 ratio, 
in this House is really against the min-
imum wage increase; and that is out-
rageous after you have just voted to 
give yourself a COLA. 

Mr. GINGREY. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I just want to make sure that the 
gentleman from Wisconsin knows that 
this Member voted against giving him-
self a COLA and has consistently done 
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that in the two terms that I have 
served. 

Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGREY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, I wish 
more Members would join him and me. 

Mr. GINGREY. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

Madam Speaker, I continue to re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I have no further requests for time, 
and I will close with an urge to my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on this rule as a 
protest against not being able to raise 
the minimum wage. The idea that if we 
were to raise that 50 cents would cause 
such inflationary spirals in this coun-
try is so laughable that I am surprised 
anybody would even try to con-
template such a thing, or that in order 
to have to pay somebody an extra dol-
lar an hour you would go out and buy 
a many thousand dollar machine. I 
cannot imagine any businessperson in 
the country to be that incredibly 
dumb. 

The fact of the matter is that we 
simply have got our foot on the necks 
of those people, and we cannot worry 
about them because the concerns of 
this Congress are for the rich and not 
for those who are struggling to make 
it. 

Even if there are young people trying 
to pay their way through college, for 
heaven’s sake, give them a better 
break. The college tuition costs have 
gone up higher than almost any other 
thing in the country. That is one of the 
reasons it always breaks my heart on 
the death rate and wounding rate in 
Iraq, because so many of the young and 
men and women who went into the 
Guard and Reserve did so in order to be 
able to get an education. 

I think it is deplorable that this 
country cannot provide better edu-
cation opportunities for its students 
without having them to put their lives 
on the line, but that is the cir-
cumstances we find ourselves in. 

Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, I would 
simply like to point out small business 
employment between 1997 and 2003 grew 
at a faster rate in States with a higher 
minimum wage than it did in Federal 
minimum wage States, 9.4 percent 
versus 6.6 percent. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. The gentleman is 
correct, and I believe 43 States have 
had the wisdom to try to raise the min-
imum wage because we simply cannot 
get it done here. 

It should not be the luck of the draw 
where you are living whether the min-
imum wage is going to be raised or not. 
It is a responsibility we have and a re-
sponsibility, frankly, most people are 
tired of watching us shirk. 

With that, I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this 
rule because of the minimum wage. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. GINGREY. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Madam Speaker, in regard to min-
imum wage increases and the hope, the 
fact is that as minimum wage in-
creases, hope for job seekers decrease. 
A Duke University economist found re-
cently that for every 10 percent in-
crease in mandated wages, the prob-
ability of job seekers finding a job de-
creased by nearly 3 percent, according 
to the Employment Policies Institute. 

Other top researchers found similar 
results. This one, a Boston University 
study, noted that low-skilled adults in 
States that raise their minimum wage 
are often crowded out of the job mar-
ket by teens and students. 

Research from Michigan State Uni-
versity echoed this conclusion, finding 
that high-skilled teens are those who 
are perceived as desirable employees 
often displace low-skilled employees in 
a minimum wage job after a mandated 
wage hike. 

Madam Speaker, I rise again in sup-
port of this rule and in recognition of 
the importance of this underlying bill. 

H.R. 5672 funds the critical oper-
ations of our government from the dip-
lomatic affairs of the State Depart-
ment to the law enforcement activities 
of the Justice Department. 

Additionally, it provides funds for 
the various watchdog agencies that en-
sure a free and fair economic playing 
field for businesses and consumers 
alike. 

This bill has substantial funding for 
sciences, to make sure that America 
stays on the forefront of medical and 
technological innovation as we con-
tinue to reach for the stars, both lit-
erally and figuratively. 

While some critics may call for more 
funding of this program or that pro-
gram, they not only fail to realize the 
limited funds available in this Federal 
budget but also fail to fully appreciate 
the hard work of the subcommittee in 
balancing our funding needs with the 
need to respect the taxpayer dollar. 

Madam Speaker, while this bill may 
not be perfect, no bill is, it is a good 
bill that sets priorities and it sets a 
solid vision for the future on multiple 
fronts. 

So, in conclusion, I again want to 
thank subcommittee Chairman WOLF, 
Ranking Member MOLLOHAN, full com-
mittee Chairman LEWIS and for all of 
the hard work and the time that went 
into this bill before us today. 

I want to encourage my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle to support this 
rule and the underlying bill. 

Mrs. MCCARTHY. Madam Speaker, I op-
pose the Rule, because it prevents an amend-
ment offered by Representatives OBEY, HOYER 
and MOLLOHAN to phase in over two years an 
increase in the minimum wage from $5.15 to 
$7.25 an hour. 

Madam Speaker, millions of hard working 
Americans are barely earning enough to sup-

port their families on the wages they are being 
paid. Some of these people are single moth-
ers, and some are working several jobs just to 
make ends meet. 

Madam Speaker, the proposal to raise the 
minimum wage is a modest one and it is 
phased in over time. 

Department of Labor figures show that the 
minimum wage was at its most valuable in 
1968, and since then its value has fluctuated, 
but it has never been lower than it is now. 

In January 2006, it would have needed to 
be increased to $9.05 to equal the purchasing 
power of the statutory minimum wage in 1968. 

There has been no raise in the minimum 
wage in almost ten years, and minimum wage 
increases over the years have not kept up 
with increased prices. 

I have always, and will continue always to 
support a reasonable increase in the minimum 
wage, and since the Rule sought to prohibit an 
amendment to do this, I oppose this Rule. 

Mr. GINGREY. Madam Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time, and 
I move the previous question on the 
resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on motions to suspend the rules 
on which a recorded vote or the yeas 
and nays are ordered, or on which the 
vote is objected to under clause 6 of 
rule XX. 

Record votes on postponed questions 
will be taken later today. 

f 

FREEDOM TO DISPLAY THE 
AMERICAN FLAG ACT OF 2005 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Madam 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (H.R. 42) to ensure 
that the right of an individual to dis-
play the flag of the United States on 
residential property not be abridged. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 42 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Freedom to 
Display the American Flag Act of 2005’’. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act— 
(1) the term ‘‘flag of the United States’’ 

has the meaning given the term ‘‘flag, stand-
ard, colors, or ensign’’ under section 3 of 
title 4, United States Code; 

(2) the terms ‘‘condominium association’’ 
and ‘‘cooperative association’’ have the 
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meanings given such terms under section 604 
of Public Law 96–399 (15 U.S.C. 3603); 

(3) the term ‘‘residential real estate man-
agement association’’ has the meaning given 
such term under section 528 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 528); and 

(4) the term ‘‘member’’— 
(A) as used with respect to a condominium 

association, means an owner of a condo-
minium unit (as defined under section 604 of 
Public Law 96–399 (15 U.S.C. 3603)) within 
such association; 

(B) as used with respect to a cooperative 
association, means a cooperative unit owner 
(as defined under section 604 of Public Law 
96–399 (15 U.S.C. 3603)) within such associa-
tion; and 

(C) as used with respect to a residential 
real estate management association, means 
an owner of a residential property within a 
subdivision, development, or similar area 
subject to any policy or restriction adopted 
by such association. 
SEC. 3. RIGHT TO DISPLAY THE FLAG OF THE 

UNITED STATES. 
A condominium association, cooperative 

association, or residential real estate man-
agement association may not adopt or en-
force any policy, or enter into any agree-
ment, that would restrict or prevent a mem-
ber of the association from displaying the 
flag of the United States on residential prop-
erty within the association with respect to 
which such member has a separate ownership 
interest or a right to exclusive possession or 
use. 
SEC. 4. LIMITATIONS. 

Nothing in this Act shall be considered to 
permit any display or use that is incon-
sistent with— 

(1) any provision of chapter 1 of title 4, 
United States Code, or any rule or custom 
pertaining to the proper display or use of the 
flag of the United States (as established pur-
suant to such chapter or any otherwise ap-
plicable provision of law); or 

(2) any reasonable restriction pertaining to 
the time, place, or manner of displaying the 
flag of the United States necessary to pro-
tect a substantial interest of the condo-
minium association, cooperative association, 
or residential real estate management asso-
ciation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. BARTLETT) and the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. MOORE) each 
will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Madam Speaker, I have a constituent 
and a friend, Hugh Warner, who runs 
American Flag Service. He sells a lot 
of flags, one of the biggest flag sales-
persons in the country; and Hugh sev-
eral years ago pointed out to me a 
problem that some of his buyers had. 
These were purchasers who were mem-
bers of a homeowner’s association or a 
condominium association who, when 
they flew their flag, were admonished 
by the association that they could not 
fly a flag on their condo or on their 
townhouse or home. So, as a result of 
those problems that Mr. WARNER found 
several of his people had, as a result of 
some research that we did, we filed 
H.R. 42. 

This is a very simple bill. We believe 
that it is a reasonable compromise be-

tween the rights of an association, 
homeowner’s association, condo-
minium association, to maintain the 
value of their properties and the rights 
of the individual to fly his country’s 
flag. 

We are not alone in being advised of 
this problem, because I have here in 
my hand newspaper reports from a 
number of newspapers that are report-
ing actions, there must be six or eight 
here, by States that were addressing 
this same problem; and they each one 
have passed bills that says that the 
homeowner’s association may place 
reasonable limits on flying the flag, 
but they cannot prohibit the flying of 
the flag. 

I will make these a part of the 
RECORD. We have here some letters 
from several organizations who are 
supporting this bill. The Veterans of 
Foreign Wars, the Jewish War Veterans 
of the United States of America, 
AMVETS, the Military Officers Asso-
ciation of America, and the Gold Star 
Wives of America are all in support of 
this bill. 

It is a very simple bill. It simply says 
that a homeowner or condominium 
owner cannot be prohibited from flying 
the flag of his country. It also says 
that the association may place reason-
able limits on the time and the manner 
of displaying the flag. 

We think that this is a commonsense 
accommodation of the rights of the as-
sociations to maintain the value of 
their properties and the rights of 
Americans to fly the flag. 

Mr. Speaker, it is hard for me to un-
derstand how a flag outside my condo 
could depreciate the value of my 
condo. I would just think that Ameri-
cans flying flags should increase the 
value of whatever it flies on. 

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS 
OF THE UNITED STATES, 

Washington, DC, June 26, 2006. 
Hon. ROSCOE BARTLETT, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BARTLETT: On behalf of 
the 2.4 million members of the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars of the United States, VFW, and 
our Auxiliaries, I wish to express our views 
on the preservation and proper display of our 
national flag. 

The VFW views our national banner as a 
living symbol. Flags and flag education are a 
hallmark of our Citizenship Education pro-
gram. We promote frequent display of the 
flag, especially on national holidays and 
days of remembrance. The flag should only 
be flown during daylight hours, unless illu-
minated. For a complete guide to the proper 
display of our national colors, please view 
our Web site: www.vfw.org. 

In addition to proper national flag display 
guidelines maintained on our Web site, we 
believe that any display of the flag should 
keep with local traditions and norms. The 
bearer of the flag should consider the impact 
to the community and the flag. The flag 
should be the correct size for the method of 
display, thus keeping it from becoming an 
obstruction. The damage to the flag needs to 
be considered such as displaying a flag on a 
highway, which exposes the flag to stains 
and fabric rips. 

Congressman Bartlett, I thank you for 
your addressing this issue. Your recognition 

of America’s current and future veterans is 
very much appreciated by the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars. If any member of my staff or 
I may be of assistance, do not hesitate to 
contact me. 

Sincerely, 
DENNIS CULLINAN, 

Director, National Legislative Service. 

JEWISH WAR VETERANS OF THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

Washington, DC, June 19, 2006. 
Congressman ROSCOE D. BARTLETT, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BARTLETT: On behalf of 
the Jewish War Veterans of the USA, JWV, I 
am writing to offer our whole-hearted sup-
port for the passage of H.R. 42, ‘‘Freedom to 
Display the American Flag Act of 2005.’’ 

The members of the JWV, the oldest active 
veterans’ organization in the country, have 
fought hard to defend the American flag and 
gladly support the right to display it proudly 
even in the face of resistance from condo-
minium and other homeowners’ associations. 

Please count us among the supporters of 
the bill. We urge its swift passage. 

Sincerely, 
COL (Ret) HERB ROSENBLEETH, 

National Executive Director. 

AMVETS, 
Lanham, MD, June 21, 2006. 

Hon. ROSCOE BARTLETT, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REP. BARTLETT: On behalf of 
AMVETS, American Veterans, I write to en-
dorse your bill, H.R. 42, the Freedom to Dis-
play the American Flag Act of 2005. I appre-
ciate your leadership on this issue. 

AMVETS strongly supports the right of 
every person to freely fly the U.S. Flag on 
their own residential property. I am shocked 
to learn that some housing associations have 
been discouraging or preventing homeowners 
from displaying the Flag. This is certainly 
not what America is all about. H.R. 42 would 
affirm an individual’s right to fly the Flag 
on their own property, regardless of any as-
sociation rules. 

The Flag is the symbol of our great Na-
tion. It belongs to all of us and it waves as 
the ultimate expression of freedom. It rep-
resents liberty, equal opportunity, tolerance, 
and goodwill for those who share our aspira-
tions. Everyone should have the right to dis-
play the Flag wherever and whenever they 
choose, especially on their own property. 

Again, thank you for your timely and ap-
propriate bill. I am hopeful the House will 
act swiftly on H.R. 42 and give homeowners 
the unabridged right to freely fly the noble 
symbol of our great Nation. 

Sincerely, 
EDWARD W. KEMP, 

National Commander. 

MILITARY OFFICERS ASSOCIATION 
OF AMERICA, 

Alexandria, VA, June 22, 2006. 
Hon. ROSCOE BARTLETT, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BARTLETT: On be-
half of the 360,000 members of the Military 
Officers Association of America, MOAA, I am 
writing to support your bill, H.R. 42, that 
would require condominium associations and 
similar entities to permit owners to display 
the U.S. Flag, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 42 strengthens freedom of speech 
under the First Amendment to the Constitu-
tion and safeguards that freedom for those 
who wish to display the U.S. Flag as resident 
owners of certain types of communities. 

Your bill would provide that a condo-
minium association, cooperative association, 
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or residential real estate management asso-
ciation may not adopt or enforce any policy, 
or enter into any agreement, that would re-
strict or prevent an association member 
from displaying the U.S. flag on residential 
property within the association with respect 
to which such member has a separate owner-
ship interest or a right to exclusive posses-
sion or use. The bill stipulates that the legis-
lation be consistent with Federal law or rule 
governing the display of the flag and be con-
sistent with other reasonable management 
restrictions pertaining to the time, place or 
manner of such display. 

Thank you for your leadership on this 
common sense measure. MOAA is pleased to 
endorse H.R. 42, the ‘‘Freedom to Display the 
American Flag Act of 2005’’. 

Sincerely, 
NORBERT R. RYAN, 

President. 

GOLD STAR WIVES OF AMERICA, INC., 
Arlington, VA, June 12, 2006. 

Hon. ROSCOE G. BARTLETT, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BARTLETT: On behalf of 
Gold Star Wives of America, ‘thank you’ for 
introducing H.R. 42, the ‘‘Freedom to Dis-
play the American Flag Act of 2005.’’ Gold 
Star Wives support H.R. 42 because it’s the 
right thing to do to display the American 
flag on one’s own property. It’s the patriotic 
thing to do, especially with Flag Day coming 
up. We all should be proud to display the 
American flag. 

Over the years, we’ve read news reports 
that organizations such as condo or coop as-
sociations have rules that prevent their 
home-owners from flying the American flag 
on their own property. How unpatriotic of 
these association managers for their absurd 
rules. Those management rules are senseless. 
They should be encouraging flying the Amer-
ican flag, not discouraging it. 

Our soldiers continue to serve and die for 
our country to make it free—free to fly the 
American flag, especially on our own prop-
erty! 

Sincerely, 
ROSE E. LEE, 

Chair, Legislative Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MOORE of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman for his com-
ments, and I rise today in support of 
H.R. 42, the Freedom to Display the 
American Flag Act. 

This bill, as the gentleman stated, 
provides that a condominium associa-
tion, a cooperative association, or resi-
dential real estate management asso-
ciation may not prohibit a resident of 
the association from displaying an 
American flag on their property within 
the association. 

American citizens should not be pre-
vented from expressing simple acts of 
patriotism, especially raising the flag 
on their own property, even if their 
property is part of a larger association 
of properties. 

I am proud to be here today to sup-
port this bill, which supports basic pa-
triotism and ensures that Americans 
may display the American flag wher-
ever they live. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today in favor of H.R. 42, the Freedom 
to Display the American Flag Act. This bill 
would allow homeowners to fly the American 
flag on their own property in accordance with 
the U.S. Flag Code. 

I signed on to this bill because I have a con-
stituent who was told by his homeowners as-
sociation that his flagpole and his display of 
the American flag were in violation of their as-
sociation rules. 

Homeowners should have the freedom to 
display the American flag on their property. 
Our flag represents our country as a symbol of 
our patriotism, unity, and most of all bravery. 

Right now our service men and women are 
courageously fighting the war on terrorism and 
putting their lives on the line every day to pro-
tect our great Nation and the freedoms that 
we hold so dearly. 

This bill guarantees the homeowner the abil-
ity display the flag and show their support for 
this great Nation. 

We must always remember the sacrifices 
others have made so that we enjoy the free-
doms we have. The flag should never be con-
sidered an eyesore on property. 

Mr. MOORE of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
our time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KLINE). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. BARTLETT) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 42. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

SEASONED CUSTOMER CTR 
EXEMPTION ACT OF 2006 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 5341) to amend section 5313 of 
title 31, United States Code, to reform 
certain requirements for reporting cash 
transactions, and for other purposes, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 5341 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SEC. 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Seasoned Cus-
tomer CTR Exemption Act of 2006’’. 
SEC. 2. EXCEPTION FROM CURRENCY TRANS-

ACTION REPORTS FOR SEASONED 
CUSTOMERS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds as follows: 
(1) The completion of and filing of currency 

transaction reports under section 5313 of title 31, 
United States Code, poses a compliance burden 
on the financial industry. 

(2) Due to the nature of the transactions or 
the persons and entities conducting such trans-
actions, some reports as currently filed may not 
be relevant to the detection, deterrence, or in-
vestigation of financial crimes, including money 
laundering and the financing of terrorism. 

(3) However, the data contained in such re-
ports can provide valuable context for the anal-
ysis of other data derived pursuant to sub-
chapter II of chapter 53 of title 31, United States 
Code, as well as investigative data, which pro-
vide invaluable and indispensable information 
supporting efforts to combat money laundering 
and other financial crimes. 

(4) An appropriate exemption process from the 
reporting requirements for certain currency 

transactions that are of little or no value to on-
going efforts of law enforcement agencies, fi-
nancial regulatory agencies, and the financial 
services industry to investigate, detect, or deter 
financial crimes would continue to fulfill the 
compelling need to produce and provide mean-
ingful information to policy-makers, financial 
regulators, law enforcement, and intelligence 
agencies, while potentially lowering the compli-
ance burden placed on financial institutions by 
the need to file such reports. 

(5) The Secretary of the Treasury has by regu-
lation, and in accordance with section 5313 of 
title 31, United States Code, implemented a proc-
ess by which institutions may seek exemptions 
from filing certain currency transaction reports 
based on appropriate circumstances; however, 
the financial industry has not taken full advan-
tage of these provisions and has contended that 
they are unduly burdensome. 

(6) The act of providing notice to the Sec-
retary of the Treasury of designations of exemp-
tion— 

(A) provides meaningful information to law 
enforcement officials on exempt customers and 
enables law enforcement to obtain account in-
formation through appropriate legal process; 
and 

(B) complements other sections of title 31, 
United States Code, whereby law enforcement 
can locate financial institutions with relevant 
records relating to a person of investigative in-
terest, such as information requests made pursu-
ant to regulations implementing section 314(a) of 
the USA PATRIOT Act of 2001. 

(7) A designation of exemption has no effect 
on requirements for depository institutions to 
apply the full range of anti-money laundering 
controls required under subchapter II of chapter 
53 of title 31, United States Code, and related 
provisions of law, including the requirement to 
apply the customer identification program pur-
suant to section 5326 of such title, and the re-
quirement to identify, monitor, and, if appro-
priate, report suspicious activity in accordance 
with section 5318(g) of such title. 

(8) The Federal banking agencies and the Fi-
nancial Crimes Enforcement Network have re-
cently provided guidance through the Federal 
Financial Institutions Examination Council 
Bank Secrecy Act/Anti-Money Laundering Ex-
amination Manual on applying appropriate lev-
els of due diligence and identifying suspicious 
activity by the types of cash-intensive busi-
nesses that generally will be subject to exemp-
tion. 

(b) SEASONED CUSTOMER EXEMPTION.—Section 
5313(e) of title 31, United States Code, is amend-
ed to read as follows: 

‘‘(e) QUALIFIED CUSTOMER EXEMPTION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Before the end of the 270- 

day period beginning on the date of the enact-
ment of the Seasoned Customer CTR Exemption 
Act of 2006, the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
prescribe regulations that exempt any depository 
institution from filing a report pursuant to this 
section in a transaction for the payment, re-
ceipt, or transfer of United States coins or cur-
rency (or other monetary instruments the Sec-
retary of the Treasury prescribes) with a quali-
fied customer of the depository institution. 

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED CUSTOMER DEFINED.—For pur-
poses of this section, the term ‘qualified cus-
tomer’, with respect to a depository institution, 
has such meaning as the Secretary of the Treas-
ury shall prescribe, which shall include any per-
son that— 

‘‘(A) is incorporated or organized under the 
laws of the United States or any State, includ-
ing a sole proprietorship (as defined in 31 C.F.R. 
103.22(d)(6)(vii), as in effect on May 10, 2006), or 
is registered as and eligible to do business with-
in the United States or a State; 

‘‘(B) has maintained a deposit account with 
the depository institution for at least 12 months; 
and 

‘‘(C) has engaged, using such account, in mul-
tiple currency transactions that are subject to 
the reporting requirements of subsection (a). 
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‘‘(3) REGULATIONS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the 

Treasury shall prescribe regulations requiring a 
depository institution to file a 1-time notice of 
designation of exemption for each qualified cus-
tomer of the depository institution. 

‘‘(B) FORM AND CONTENT OF EXEMPTION NO-
TICE.—The Secretary shall by regulation pre-
scribe the form, manner, content, and timing of 
the qualified customer exemption notice and 
such notice shall include information sufficient 
to identify the qualified customer and the ac-
counts of the customer. 

‘‘(C) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may suspend, 

reject, or revoke any qualified customer exemp-
tion notice, in accordance with criteria pre-
scribed by the Secretary by regulation. 

‘‘(ii) CONDITIONS.—The Secretary may estab-
lish conditions, in accordance with criteria pre-
scribed by regulation, under which exempt 
qualified customers of an insured depository in-
stitution that is merged with or acquired by an-
other insured depository institution will con-
tinue to be treated as designated exempt quali-
fied customers of the surviving or acquiring in-
stitution.’’. 

(c) 3-YEAR REVIEW AND REPORT.—Before the 
end of the 3-year period beginning on the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
the Treasury, in consultation with the Attorney 
General, the Secretary of Homeland Security, 
the Federal banking agencies, the banking in-
dustry, and such other persons as the Secretary 
deems appropriate, shall evaluate the operations 
and effect of the provisions of the amendment 
made by subsection (a) and make recommenda-
tions to Congress as to any legislative action 
with respect to such provision as the Secretary 
may determine to be appropriate. 
SEC. 3. PERIODIC REVIEW OF REPORTING 

THRESHOLD AND ADJUSTMENT FOR 
INFLATION. 

Section 5318 of title 31, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(o) PERIODIC REVIEW OF REPORTING THRESH-
OLD AND ADJUSTMENT FOR INFLATION.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Before the end of the 90- 
day period beginning on the date of the enact-
ment of the Seasoned Customer CTR Exemption 
Act of 2006 and at least every 5 years after the 
end of such period, the Secretary of the Treas-
ury shall— 

‘‘(A) review the continuing appropriateness, 
relevance, and utility of each threshold amount 
or denomination established by the Secretary, in 
the Secretary’s discretion, for any report re-
quired by the Secretary under this subchapter; 
and 

‘‘(B) adjust each such amount, at such time 
and in such manner as the Secretary considers 
appropriate, for any inflation that the Secretary 
determines has occurred since the date any such 
amount was established or last adjusted, as the 
case may be. 

‘‘(2) REPORT.—Before the end of the 60-day 
period beginning upon the completion of any re-
view by the Secretary of the Treasury under 
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall submit a re-
port to the Congress containing the findings and 
conclusions of the Secretary in connection with 
such review, together with an explanation for 
any adjustment, or lack of adjustment, of any 
threshold amount or denomination by the Sec-
retary as a result of such review, including the 
adjustment for inflation.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Alabama (Mr. BACHUS) and the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MALONEY) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, for some 14 years the 
Congress of the United States has 
known and identified a problem, and 
that is the number of currency trans-
action reports required by the Bank 
Secrecy Act. 

The Internal Revenue Service, which 
administers this program, as early as 
1993 made this statement. It said that 
30 to 40 percent of these reports, and I 
quote, of routine deposits by large, 
well-established retail businesses have 
no likelihood of identifying potential 
money laundering or other currency 
violations. 

The GAO in 1994 published a report 
which says, our analysis of CTR filing 
confirms that the volume of CTRs 
could be substantially reduced without 
jeopardizing law enforcement needs. 

b 1200 
The GAO, the Internal Revenue, 

FinCEN, have all recommended that 
what we do to reduce the number of 
CTRs by 30 to 40 percent is simply to 
exempt large well-established cus-
tomers, what are so-called ‘‘seasoned 
customers.’’ 

In fact, I want to read into the 
RECORD and introduce into the RECORD 
a report by William Fox, who headed 
up FinCEN, the government’s top law 
enforcement agency charged with co-
ordinating money laundering and ter-
rorist financing activities. 

Here is what he said: ‘‘We know that 
some of the currency transaction re-
ports filed by financial institutions are 
of little relevance in the investigation 
of financial crimes. We also know that 
depository institutions, especially our 
community banks, identify the time 
and expense of filing CTRs as the num-
ber one regulatory expense. It is clear 
that our efforts to encourage the ex-
emption of routine filings on certain 
customers has not brought about the 
reductions of filings that were sought.’’ 

Working with William Fox, members 
of this committee, Mr. FRANK, Mrs. 
MALONEY, myself, Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. 
MOORE, Ms. HOOLEY, and several oth-
ers, we actually fashioned legislation 
which we introduced and have passed 
out of this House on two different occa-
sions over the past year. That legisla-
tion has died or was not acted on in the 
Senate. In the last case, it was simply 
because it was included in part of the 
reg relief bill. 

So the purpose of this legislation is 
to break it out, isolate it into specific 
legislation dealing with that and noth-
ing else, and send it over to the other 
body in hopes that they will save our 
financial institutions from what the 
GAO in 1994 said was a cost of up to $15 
per report, maybe as little as $3, but as 
much as $15, and save our law enforce-
ment agencies $2 to $3 per report, an 
overall savings of tens of millions of 
dollars which will allow law enforce-
ment and our financial institutions to 
concentrate on the bad guys, not well- 
established routine business trans-
actions by their customers. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I rise in strong support of H.R. 5341, 
the Seasoned Customer CTR Exemp-
tion Act of 2006. This bill is similar to 
an amendment I authored with Con-
gressman RENZI at the committee 
markup of H.R. 3505, the regulatory re-
lief bill that the House passed over-
whelmingly in March. Because the Sen-
ate version of regulatory relief does 
not include this provision, we are pass-
ing it as a separate bill. 

I am delighted to be a cosponsor of 
this bill along with my colleagues, 
Congressman BACHUS and Ranking 
Member FRANK. With 22 bipartisan co-
sponsors, it is a good example of the 
cooperative work of the Financial 
Services Committee. 

This bill is intended to relieve finan-
cial institutions from unnecessary fil-
ings of currency transactions. This pro-
vision would reduce CTR filings by 70 
to 90 percent for most financial institu-
tions, saving many, many hours each 
year. By freeing financial institutions 
from filing useless CTRs, this bill en-
ables them to concentrate on the more 
useful suspicious activity reports, 
which are those reports that financial 
institutions file when they believe a 
particular transaction of any sort or 
size warrants further review by law en-
forcement. More important, this also 
enables the regulators to concentrate 
on the important SAR filings, rather 
than CTRs from repeat trusted cus-
tomers. 

The bill would require banks to pro-
vide a one-time notice to FinCEN, the 
lead money laundering agency, of a 
proposed exemption for a particular 
well-known customer, and to describe 
the customer’s relationship with the 
bank as the grounds for such exemp-
tion if FinCEN feels that the customer 
should not be in the reports or CTRs. 

At present, a CTR must be filed for 
every single transaction of over $10,000, 
which results in more than 13 million 
CTRs being filed annually. Many of 
these CTRs, particularly those from 
business customers well known to the 
banks, are of absolutely no use to law 
enforcement. It is a waste of the bank’s 
time and of law enforcement’s time to 
file and to review them. 

The CTR filings that distract both 
the banks and regulators from using 
their resources to find terrorists and 
money launderers are counter-
productive. To relieve this problem, 
this bill instructs the Secretary of the 
Treasury to prescribe regulations that 
exempt a depository institution from 
filing a CTR if the transaction is with 
a seasoned customer, that is, a busi-
ness which has kept a deposit account 
at the bank for a year and is engaged 
in multiple currency transactions sub-
ject to the CTR requirements. 

The idea was first proposed by the In-
ternal Revenue Department, and also 
in the GAO report that my colleague 
has cited in his remarks; and it was 
also proposed by the Treasury Depart-
ment and law enforcement for exactly 
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this reason. FinCEN Director Bill Fox 
strongly endorsed this seasoned cus-
tomer exemption saying, and I quote, 
‘‘This change will make the exemption 
more effective, while still ensuring 
that currency transaction reporting 
identification, critical to identifying 
criminal financial activity, is made 
available to law enforcement.’’ 

The banking regulators also ex-
pressed strong support for this pro-
posal. OCC and OTS both agreed with 
FinCEN that the CTR filing process 
had become counterproductive in terms 
of national security because so many 
CTRs are filed that important data is 
lost in the haystack. 

In the new Bank Secrecy Act provi-
sions, we asked our financial institu-
tions to take a front-line position in 
the war on money laundering and ter-
rorist financing and we need to give 
them the ability to use their resources 
to their best advantage. 

As a Representative of New York 
City, which is both an important finan-
cial center of the United States and a 
city that is very concerned about ter-
rorism, I am concerned not only about 
giving the regulators the proper tools 
which they need, but I am also con-
cerned that burdens are not placed on 
financial institutions that are redun-
dant, particularly for midsized and 
smaller banks. 

I know the vast majority of my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle share 
this concern, and we worked hard to-
gether to pass carefully balanced legis-
lation addressing it, so I urge my col-
leagues to continue that effort and 
vote for this underlying bill. 

I rise in support of H.R. 5341, the Seasoned 
Customer CTR Exemption Act of 2006. 

This bill is a reiteration of the amendment I 
offered with Congressman RENZI at the Com-
mittee markup of H.R. 3505, the reg relief bill 
that the House passed by a 415 to 2 vote in 
March. Because the Senate version of reg re-
lief does not include this provision, we are 
passing it as a separate bill. I am delighted to 
cosponsor this bill with my colleague Con-
gressman BACHUS. With 22 bipartisan cospon-
sors, it is a good example of the bipartisan 
work of the Financial Services Committee. 

This bill is intended to relieve banks from 
unnecessary filings of Currency Transaction 
reports, or CTRs. At present, a CTR must be 
filed for every single transaction over $10,000, 
which results in more than 13 million CTRs 
being filed annually. Many of these CTRs, par-
ticularly those from business customers well 
known to their banks, are of no use to law en-
forcement. It is a waste of the banks’ time to 
file them and a waste of law enforcement time 
to review them. CTR filings that distract both 
the banks and regulators from using their re-
sources to find terrorists and money 
launderers are counterproductive. 

To relieve this problem, this bill instructs the 
Secretary of the Treasury to prescribe regula-
tions that exempt a depository institution from 
filing a CTR if the transaction is with a ‘‘sea-
soned’’ customer, that is, a business which 
has kept a deposit account at the bank for a 
year and has engaged in multiple currency 
transactions subject to the CTR requirements. 

This provision would reduce CTR filings by 
70 to 90 percent for most banks, saving banks 
many hours each year. 

By freeing banks from filing useless CTRs, 
this bill enables them to concentrate on the 
more useful Suspicious Activity Reports, which 
are those reports bank file when they believe 
a particular transaction of any sort or size war-
rants further review by law enforcement. 

More important, this also enables the regu-
lators to concentrate on the important SAR fil-
ings rather than CTRs from repeat customers. 

The bill would require banks to provide a 
one-time notice to FinCEN, the lead money 
laundering agency, of a proposed exemption 
for a particular well-known customer, and to 
describe the customer’s relationship with the 
bank as the grounds for such exemption. If 
FinCEN feels that the customer should not be 
exempted, then it can reject the proposed ex-
emption. And the exemption can be revoked 
by FinCEN at any time. The government re-
mains in complete control of the exemption 
process. 

Indeed, this measure was proposed by the 
Treasury Department and law enforcement for 
exactly this reason. FinCEN Director Bill Fox 
strongly endorsed this seasoned customer ex-
emption, stating that: ‘‘This change will make 
the exemption more effective while still ensur-
ing that currency transaction reporting informa-
tion critical to identifying criminal financial ac-
tivity is made available to law enforcement.’’ 

The banking regulators also expressed 
strong support for this proposal. OCC and 
OTS both agreed with FinCEN that the CTR 
filing process had become counterproductive 
in terms of national security because so many 
CTRs are filed that important data is lost in 
the haystack. 

In the new Bank Secrecy Act provisions, we 
asked our financial institutions to take a front-
line position in the war on money laundering 
and terrorist financing. We need to give them 
the ability to use their resources to best ad-
vantage. 

As a representative of New York City, the fi-
nancial center of the United States, I am par-
ticularly concerned about the burdens the 
Bank Secrecy Act puts on our financial institu-
tions, particularly those that are not 
megainstitutions but are mid-size and smaller. 

I know the vast majority of my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle share this concern 
and we worked hard together to pass carefully 
balanced legislation addressing it. 

I urge my colleagues to continue that effort 
and vote for this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to inquire as to how much time re-
mains. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Alabama has 16 minutes 
remaining and the gentlewoman from 
New York has 141⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, last Sep-
tember, William Fox, at that time head 
of FinCEN, made this statement at a 
hearing before the Financial Services 
Committee. He said: ‘‘The Congress has 
in the past recognized the need to re-
duce the number of currency trans-
action reports that may not have a 
high degree of usefulness to law en-
forcement and ordered us to find a way 
to do so.’’ 

As a result of that hearing, Chairman 
OXLEY, the chairman of the full com-
mittee, made as a priority the com-
mittee working in a bipartisan way to 
find a way, working with law enforce-
ment, to reduce the number of CTRs. It 
was a result of that hearing and nu-
merous statements by both law en-
forcement, by financial regulators, by 
financial institutions, and by Members 
of Congress in both bodies to work out 
a solution to this long-existing prob-
lem. So I would like to commend 
Chairman OXLEY. 

As a result of those hearings, there 
was introduced 3505, the Financial 
Services Regulatory Relief Act, by 
Congressman RENZI and Mrs. MALONEY, 
who of course just spoke on this bill. 
They included a provision that was spe-
cifically drafted by Mr. FRANK, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. HENSARLING and Mr. 
MOORE, which included a seasoned cus-
tomer exemption. We passed 3505 out of 
this body by a vote of 415–2 back in 
March. 

More recently, the bill before us, 
5341, which has 22 bipartisan supporters 
on the Financial Services Committee, 
passed the Financial Services Com-
mittee on a unanimous vote, and H.R. 
5341 seeks to reduce the regulatory bur-
den caused by the Bank Secrecy Act. 
Specifically, the legislation requires 
that the regulators promulgate new 
regulations and streamline the process 
by which financial institutions may be 
exempted from filing CTRs for sea-
soned customers. 

CTRs are required to be filed for cash 
transactions of $10,000 or more. This 
filing is required even in the case of 
seasoned customers who are long-time 
bank customers that routinely file 
large volumes of cash and whose busi-
ness dealings are well known and un-
derstood by the institution to the ex-
tent to rule out the possibility of 
money laundering or the financing of 
terror. Unfortunately, the current 
process by which a financial institu-
tion seeks an exemption under such a 
scenario is both cumbersome, hard to 
understand, and requires annual renew-
als. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I would 
like to recognize the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. HENSARLING), who helped 
draft this legislation and the original 
legislation which was included in H.R. 
3505, for such time as he may consume. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding, and 
I certainly thank him for his leader-
ship in this area. 

I have the honor and privilege of rep-
resenting the Fifth District of Texas 
here on the floor of the United States 
House. There are a lot of great commu-
nities, small communities, in east 
Texas that I represent, places like Can-
ton, and Forney, and Athens. And part 
of the bedrock of these communities is 
their local financial institution, their 
small community bank or their credit 
union. Over the last decade, Mr. Speak-
er, we have seen the number of small 
community banks drop by almost a full 
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third. By almost a full third. And the 
major reason that we have seen this in-
credible drop in the number of our 
community banks is because of the 
high cost of Federal regulation. 

The number one item that commu-
nity bankers cite in the cost of regula-
tion is the regulation associated with 
the Bank Secrecy Act. Now, nobody in 
the House will deny that clearly the 
number one priority of this institution 
is to fight and win the war on terror, 
and there is a very important role that 
the BSA, the Bank Secrecy Act, regime 
plays in that. But, Mr. Speaker, there 
has to be in the language of the statute 
itself a high degree of usefulness to law 
enforcement for all of these reports 
that are turned in. Sooner or later, 
there has to be a balance. There has to 
be a rule of reason. 

So what we see on the one hand with 
our local financial institutions is that 
every new Federal regulation some-
where at the margin is raising the cost 
of credit. That means some family is 
going to struggle in trying to send a 
child to college. It means some family 
is going to struggle and maybe they 
are not able to borrow the money and 
make a downpayment on that first 
home. Maybe some family that wants 
to live the American Dream and finally 
amass enough capital to start their 
own business, they can’t do it. 

b 1215 

They can’t do it because of the impo-
sition of a Bank Secrecy Act that 
many of us believe, and apparently by 
a count of 415–2, is duplicative. 

So, again, we have to ask ourselves, 
at what cost does this information 
come? For example, we received testi-
mony from just one community bank-
er. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the testimony of Mr. Bradley 
Rock of the Bank of Smithtown, New 
York, be entered into the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
TESTIMONY OF BRADLEY E. ROCK ON BEHALF 

OF THE AMERICAN BANKERS ASSOCIATION BE-
FORE THE COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERV-
ICES SUBCOMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL INSTITU-
TIONS AND CONSUMER CREDIT UNITED 
STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, MAY 
18, 2006 
Chairman Bacchus and members of the 

Committee, my name is Bradley Rock. I am 
Chairman, President, and CEO of Bank of 
Smithtown, a $950 million community bank 
located in Smithtown, New York, founded in 
1910. I am also the Vice Chairman of the 
American Bankers Association (ABA). ABA, 
on behalf of the more than two million men 
and women who work in the nation’s banks, 
brings together all categories of banking in-
stitutions to best represent the interests of 
this rapidly changing industry. Its member-
ship—which includes community, regional 
and money center banks and holding compa-
nies, as well as savings associations, trust 
companies and savings banks—makes ABA 
the largest banking trade association in the 
country. 

I have been honored to testify before this 
committee on prior occasions to present the 

views of the ABA on the need to eliminate 
unnecessary, redundant, or inefficient regu-
latory burdens that increase costs for banks, 
reduce the amount of credit available to our 
communities and fail to make meaningful 
contributions to the welfare of our citizens. 
Among the largest of regulatory burdens is 
the regime of surveillance and reporting on 
the financial activity of our customers that 
has been imposed on banks under the Bank 
Secrecy Act and subsequent anti-money 
laundering statutes and regulations. I there-
fore welcome the opportunity to appear 
again before you—this time to address the 
particular issues of regulatory cost versus 
policy benefit that attend the current state 
of currency transaction reporting (CTR)— 
and to advocate for your consideration an 
overdue option to reform the system for the 
mutual advantage of bankers, law enforce-
ment and the American public we all serve. 

We support a simplified, meaningful sea-
soned business customer exemption. We com-
mend you, Mr. Chairman, and the members 
of this Committee for adopting that 
straightforward approach as part of H.R. 
3505, the Financial Services Regulatory Re-
lief Act, adopted by the House of Representa-
tives on March 8, 2006, by a vote of 415–2. We 
congratulate you on continuing to pursue 
this sensible and timely reform in the legis-
lation being considered today, Seasoned Cus-
tomer CTR Exemption Act of 2006, H.R. 5341. 

From the Bank Secrecy Act passed a gen-
eration ago to Title III of the USA PATRIOT 
Act adopted in the wake of the heinous ter-
rorist attacks of September 11, 2001, legisla-
tion has united bankers and the government 
in the battle to combat abuse of our finan-
cial system by those who would pervert it to 
commit criminal offenses, to launder the 
proceeds of illegal conduct or, more recently, 
to support the means and ends of terrorism. 
The ABA and its members share the policy 
goals of Congress in passing these laws. How-
ever, increasingly complex or redundant 
compliance requirements render these laws 
far less effective than they might be other-
wise. 

When establishing the BSA regulatory re-
gime, Congress sought to require reports or 
records when they have, in the Act’s very 
words, ‘‘a high degree of usefulness’’ for the 
prosecution and investigation of criminal ac-
tivity, money laundering, counter-intel-
ligence and international terrorism. 

Unfortunately, in the focus on systems, 
programs, and procedures, the standard of 
‘‘high degree of usefulness’’ seems to have 
been neglected. The result has been more re-
ports and paper, with declining usefulness. 
ABA and its members strongly believe that 
the current CTR requirements have long de-
parted from this standard of utility and in 
large measure serve more to distract and im-
pede efforts against crooks and terrorists 
than to help to expose and stop them. 

In my testimony, I would like to make 
three key points: 

Congress has already recognized that the 
original currency transaction reporting obli-
gations imposed on banks have become un-
duly burdensome, generate voluminous data 
on legitimate routine business transactions 
adding little to law enforcement’s efforts at 
meaningful analysis, and therefore need to 
be refocused to restore the reports to a level 
of value more closely approximating ‘‘a high 
degree of usefulness.’’ 

Previously enacted relief to reduce report-
ing to a more useful volume has been unsuc-
cessful. While Congress wisely recognized 
that banks don’t need to collect, and the 
government does not need to receive and 
process volumes of records on legitimate 
business activity by well-known customers, 
the reform has not been successful in prac-
tice because procedures to exercise it are 

cumbersome and carry significant proce-
dural and supervisory risks. 

Evolution of the BSA reporting regime has 
further reduced the purpose and value of cur-
rency transaction reporting. Requirements 
for rigorous customer identification pro-
grams, suspicious activity reporting, and the 
availability of focused and detailed informa-
tion under section 314(a) of the PATRIOT 
Act leave little value to be added by col-
lecting millions of CTRs on legitimate rou-
tine business activity. 
CONGRESS ENDORSES AND LAW ENFORCEMENT 

RECOGNIZES THE NEED TO REDUCE REPORT-
ING ON LEGITIMATE BUSINESS ACTIVITY 
In 1994, Congress included in the Money 

Laundering Suppression Act a statutory ex-
emption system for currency transaction re-
porting. The new two-phase system was in-
tended to address concerns that the number 
of CTRs being filed for routine business ac-
tivity adversely affected law enforcement’s 
ability to use the data. As the GAO’s testi-
mony in March 1994 stated, ‘‘CTRs that re-
port normal business transactions are of no 
value to law enforcement and regulatory 
agencies in detecting money laundering ac-
tivity.’’ Expectations at the time anticipated 
that a revised exemption process would re-
sult in a reduction of CTR filings in the 
range of 30%. Unfortunately, we should all be 
disturbed that time has witnessed the num-
ber of CTRs overall grow from slightly more 
than 11 million in 1994, when the two-phase 
exemption process was passed, to the latest 
estimate of over 13 million annually, with no 
signs of abating. 

Using FinCEN’s conservative estimate of 
around 25 minutes per report for filing and 
record-keeping, the banking industry as a 
whole devoted around 51⁄2 million staff hours 
of work to handling CTRs in 2005. Our review 
of ABA members indicates that three-quar-
ters of the filings were for business cus-
tomers who had been with the bank for over 
a year. That means that the industry spent 
around four million staff hours last year fil-
ing notices on well-established customers! A 
similar story can surely be told by the gov-
ernment agencies that receive and process 
these reports. 

In my bank, during the past year, we filed 
2,766 CTRs, and we do not have any public 
companies as customers. In fact, most of 
these CTRs were flied for ordinary trans-
actions by an ice cream parlor, a clam bar, a 
restaurant and a high-volume Amoco dealer, 
all of whom have done business with us for 
many, many years. My tellers spent more 
than 460 hours in the branches preparing the 
CTR forms, and one person in our main office 
spent more than 1,000 hours checking the 
forms for accuracy, checking them against 
computer printouts, and filing the forms 
with the appropriate government office. Hav-
ing watched this process for years, and being 
thoroughly familiar with the businesses that 
are the subject of these filings, I can tell you 
with firm assurance that all of this time and 
paper did absolutely nothing to advance our 
collective efforts to thwart money laun-
dering and terrorism. 

This trend is only likely to accelerate and 
demand more and more staff to report on 
more and more harmless transactions, fur-
ther burying the real needles of money laun-
dering under an exponentially growing 
mound of the hay of legitimate business 
transactions mindlessly recorded at great ex-
pense and increasing opportunity cost. Sure-
ly neither business nor the government can 
afford this wasted effort. 

We have passed the time of studying what 
to do—GAO did that in 1994 and concluded 
then, as we all would now, that unnecessary 
reporting is taking place. It is about time to 
take effective action to make the system 
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better. We must find a way to realize the pol-
icy objective of focusing on reporting with 
‘‘a high degree of usefulness,’’ and to suc-
cessfully exempt reports on the financial 
transactions of law-abiding American busi-
nesses. 

THE CURRENT EXEMPTION PROCESS IS 
IRRETRIEVABLY MIRED IN RED TAPE 

ABA worked cooperatively with FinCEN 
and the federal banking regulators to en-
courage institutions to make better use of 
statutory exemptions when they were 
changed in the late 1990’s. Our Association 
did extensive outreach to our members, and 
while some institutions adjusted their CTR 
filing policies and utilized the two-tier ex-
emption process, the general response was 
lukewarm at best. 

Unfortunately, the compliance technical-
ities for, and examiner second-guessing of, 
banker use of the exemption and the renewal 
processes have discouraged many institu-
tions from utilizing the discretionary exemp-
tions. The current Phase II exemptions make 
distinctions among types of cash intensive 
businesses or exemptible accounts and re-
quire statutorily mandated annual reviews 
plus resubmission obligations. These speci-
fications generate difficulties in determining 
whether a customer is eligible for exemp-
tion, produce fear of regulatory retribution 
for misapplying criteria and incur costly ad-
ditional due diligence. ABA has even re-
ceived reports from members that examiners 
have threatened penalties and other formal 
criticisms for simple late filing of biennial 
renewal forms, a regulatory climate that 
shouts, ‘‘Warning’’ more than it does ‘‘Wel-
come.’’ There should be little wonder then 
that banks are reluctant to try swimming in 
these waters. 

We have heard it suggested that bankers 
do not use the exemption process because 
they have computerized systems that make 
filing CTRs a snap. I am here to tell you that 
the snap you hear is the floor boards in my 
file room straining under the load of my re-
quired five years worth of retained CTRs and 
related BSA compliance records. First, let 
me note for the record that not all banks can 
afford computerized CTR filing systems. Sec-
ond, adopting technological efficiency in the 
cause of compliance may have value as a 
cost control effort, but it is no virtue when 
it only expedites filing useless data about le-
gitimate business activity. Indeed, the sug-
gestion to automate demonstrates a recogni-
tion that the vast majority of these reports 
are repetitive and routine and therefore like-
ly to be of small value in combating money 
laundering. 

A reporting regime that presents us with 
the choice of suffering the gauntlet of ex-
emption qualification paperwork and con-
comitant auditor or examiner second-guess-
ing or instead filing numerous useless CTRs, 
is not sound public policy. That is why tin-
kering with the current exemption process 
will not make an appreciable dent in the 
overwhelming number of CTRs filed each 
year. As FinCEN conceded in its Report to 
Congress in October 2002, recommendations 
for improving the exemption process 
regulatorily are at best incremental. In-
stead, we must start anew an updated Con-
gressional mandate that clears away the 
convoluted structure of the present exemp-
tion process and substitutes a direct and 
simplified standard. 
NEWER TOOLS ALLOW US TO ELIMINATE CTR 

FILINGS FOR SEASONED CUSTOMERS 
The current cash transaction reporting 

program has been rendered virtually obsolete 
by several developments: enhanced customer 
identification programs, more robust sus-
picious activity reporting, and the use of the 
more focused and intensive 314(a) inquiry/re-
sponse process. 

In light of these developments, to continue 
to require CTR filings for business customers 
whose identity has been verified under a 
bank’s Customer Identification Program 
(CIP) and tested under a period of experience 
with the bank and that remain subject to 
risk-based suspicious activity reporting is an 
inefficient use of limited resources by bank-
ers and law enforcement. In the field, it di-
verts scarce examiner resources, focusing on 
compliance with technical reporting stand-
ards rather than carefully evaluating bank 
programs for detecting transactions that 
possess a likelihood of involving money 
laundering and terrorist financing. 

EXEMPT SEASONED CUSTOMERS FROM CTRS 
Accordingly, we support H.R. 5341, embody-

ing the recognition that the best way to im-
prove the utility of cash transaction report-
ing is to eliminate the valueless reports 
being filed on legitimate transactions by 
law-abiding American businessmen and busi-
nesswomen. This improvement can be 
achieved by establishing a seasoned cus-
tomer exemption for business entities, in-
cluding sole proprietorships, as endorsed by 
FinCEN last year in testimony before Con-
gress and now embodied in H.R. 5341. (ABA 
proposed a similar concept in its response of 
May 4, 2005 to the banking agencies’ request 
for comment for burden reduction sugges-
tions under the Economic Growth and Regu-
latory Paperwork Reduction Act.) 

The exemption, as proposed in the bill and 
supported by ABA, is comprised of three ele-
ments: Existence as an authorized business, 
maintenance of a deposit account at a depos-
itory institution for 12 months, and use of 
the account to engage in multiple reportable 
currency transactions. The simplicity of this 
standard avoids the unnecessary compliance 
barbs that have previously snagged past ef-
forts to make effective use of prior exemp-
tion systems. This straightforward definition 
is essential for the exemption to work and to 
reduce filing reports on routine business ac-
tivity. 

It is important to remember that cash 
transaction data will not be lost, but rather 
will continue to reside in the bank account 
records. It will, therefore, be available to law 
enforcement whenever sought in connection 
with a targeted inquiry from government en-
forcement entities. In particular, by using 
the USA PATRIOT Act 314(a) inquiry proc-
ess, law enforcement will be able to locate 
transaction data and other relevant informa-
tion on a broad range of accounts of sus-
pects. That more targeted approach is work-
ing and producing tangible results today. 

As FinCEN reported on April 25, the 314(a) 
process has been used by fifteen federal agen-
cies from November 2002 to April 2006 cov-
ering over 500 significant money laundering 
or terrorist financing cases identifying more 
than 4,000 subjects of interest. The 314(a) 
process has yielded the identification of 1,932 
new accounts, leading to 1196 Grand Jury 
Subpoenas, producing 90 indictments, 79 ar-
rests and 10 convictions. Although the proc-
ess has been in place less than four years and 
many money laundering or terrorist financ-
ing cases take several years to develop be-
fore they are actually prosecuted, the indict-
ments, arrests and convictions are impres-
sive. To put it mildly, there are no com-
parable measures of success for cases initi-
ated through CTRs. 

It has been suggested that the 314(a) proc-
ess is flawed because it ‘‘can only be used on 
the most significant terrorism and money 
laundering investigations.’’ However, ABA 
believes that requirement is one of its great 
strengths because it better matches the ben-
efit of the information collected with the 
burden imposed on the banks. At least now 
when banks are called on every two weeks 

under 314(a) to search for and report all ac-
counts maintained by a subject of interest, 
they are doing so for an investigation that is 
considered a significant terrorism or money 
laundering matter—not a fishing expedition. 

As H.R. 5341 makes clear, all seasoned busi-
ness customers would continue to be subject 
to suspicious activity monitoring and report-
ing. SARs provide precise account and re-
lated transaction information as well as ex-
tensive narrative detail not available in 
CTRs. This reporting enables law enforce-
ment to focus resources on conduct or activi-
ties where there is a greater likelihood of 
genuine risk and where investigative re-
sources can be used more productively. In 
addition, the SAR procedures permit law en-
forcement to obtain the bank’s entire sup-
porting investigative file upon request, with-
out needing a subpoena. 

As FinCEN reported in 2002, SARs have re-
placed CTRs as the primary tool for identi-
fying suspicious activity. CTRs are now used 
to locate financial activity of already identi-
fied subjects of interest—the same purpose 
for which 314(a) inquiries are made. Although 
there have been examples cited by law en-
forcement of the continued use of CTRs, they 
do not specifically rebut the wisdom of a sea-
soned customer exemption. Talk about ‘‘con-
necting the dots’’ amounts to nothing more 
than anecdotal illustrations of how spotty 
the utility of CTRs on American businesses 
has become. They do not demonstrate that 
CTRs on seasoned customers meet the statu-
tory requirement of ‘‘a high degree of useful-
ness.’’ 

After all, CTRs on non-seasoned entities 
would still be filed, reporting the movement 
of cash that does not go through an estab-
lished business account relationship. In addi-
tion, law enforcement will have all the iden-
tifying information in the seasoned customer 
designation wherever and whenever that 
business has seasoned status. In other words, 
law enforcement will continue to have access 
to information on where subjects of interest 
are conducting their financial affairs. 

As former FinCEN Director William Fox 
stated in a September 2005 testimony on the 
seasoned customer proposal before this Sub-
committee, ‘‘We believe this language ad-
dresses many of the issues with our current 
exemption regime that were causing it not 
to have its intended effect. Due to its com-
plexity and the burden involved in exempt-
ing customers, financial institutions were 
not taking advantage of the exemption re-
gime. This proposal seeks to streamline the 
exemption process by focusing on a one-time 
notice to [FinCEN] of an exemption and fo-
cusing on the customer’s relationship with 
the bank as the grounds for such exemption. 
We believe that these changes will make the 
exemptions more effective while still ensur-
ing that currency transaction reporting in-
formation critical to identifying criminal fi-
nancial activity is made available to law en-
forcement.’’ ABA joins in those sentiments 
and strongly supports the Seasoned Cus-
tomer CTR Exemption Act, H.R. 5341 that 
seeks to follow through on former Director 
Fox’s endorsement. 

CONCLUSION 
Eliminating CTR filings for seasoned cus-

tomers would have the following benefits: 
The vast majority of the over 13 million 

CTRs filed annually would stop, saving the 
time, money, and labor expended by busi-
nesses to fill out forms, and consumed by law 
enforcement to process them. 

There would be an improvement in the 
quality of SARs, eliminating those that are 
filed today in connection with innocent, id-
iosyncratic deposit activity. Banks would be 
able to focus their energies on detecting 
genuinely suspicious currency transactions, 
regardless of artificial thresholds. 
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We would make an enormous stride for-

ward in focusing our anti-money laundering 
efforts—by both law enforcement and the 
banking industry—on the real crooks and 
terrorists with far greater likelihood of de-
tecting and stopping their activities. 

I thank the Chairman and his colleagues 
for their commitment to improving the BSA 
system and assure you that ABA and its 
members share that commitment. We are all 
striving to make the system work best, to 
protect the security of our banking system 
from abuse by money launderers and terror-
ists, and to safeguard the confidence that 
our customers have that the integrity of 
their legitimate business conduct is re-
spected. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Quoting from his 
testimony, Mr. Speaker, ‘‘In my bank 
during the past year, we filed 2,766 cash 
transaction reports, and we do not 
have any public companies as cus-
tomers. In fact, most of these CTRs 
were filed for ordinary transactions by 
an ice cream parlor, a clam bar, a res-
taurant and a high-volume Amoco 
dealer, all of whom have done business 
with us for many, many years. My tell-
ers spent more than 460 hours in the 
branches preparing the CTR forms, and 
one person in our main office spent 
more than 1,000 hours checking the 
forms for accuracy, checking them 
against computer printouts, and filing 
the forms with the appropriate govern-
ment office. Having watched this proc-
ess for years, and being thoroughly fa-
miliar with the businesses that are the 
subject of these filings, I can tell you 
with firm assurance that all of this 
time and paper did absolutely nothing 
to advance our collective efforts to 
thwart money laundering and ter-
rorism.’’ 

That is just one small community 
banker in America. We know they are 
spread throughout the Nation. In fact, 
it was over a decade ago, Mr. Speaker, 
that the GAO concluded that unneces-
sary reporting was taking place. I am 
sorry to say that, 10 years later, it still 
is taking place. 

So many of these banks are filing 
these cash transaction reports defen-
sively, and yet we know that we still 
have the know-your-customer regime 
that is in place. The suspicious activity 
reports are still in place, and these are 
better enforcement tools for law en-
forcement than the CTRs. 

In addition, by passing this par-
ticular piece of legislation, the infor-
mation doesn’t disappear. It is still 
available for law enforcement. The 
cash transaction data will continue to 
reside in bank account records and be 
available to law enforcement when 
they need it, when they are following 
up a lead. We have heard from law en-
forcement itself that, in many cases, 
what we see is that they are searching 
for a needle in a haystack. The exces-
sive CTR reports are putting more hay 
on the haystack. 

As former FinCEN Director William 
Fox stated, quote, we believe this lan-
guage, really talking about the legisla-
tion at hand, addresses many of the 
issues with our current exemption re-
gime that were causing it not to have 
its intended effect. 

In many respects, Mr. Speaker, I 
think we are going to be able, by pass-
ing this legislation, to really help in 
two different areas. Number one, make 
sure law enforcement has the right 
amount of information in the proper 
form that they need to do their job, 
but, at the same time, to make sure 
that we don’t drive any more of our 
community banks out of business, the 
lifeblood, at least in my district, of our 
rural communities that are out there 
creating the jobs necessary to sustain 
those rural communities. 

So the House has really spoken on 
this matter once before in a very re-
sounding fashion, in a very resounding 
bipartisan fashion. I certainly want to 
thank Ranking Member FRANK for his 
leadership in this area as well. 

But we need a rule of reason. It is a 
question of balance. Particularly when 
we have our know-your-customer rou-
tine, when the suspicious activity re-
port requirements are still in place, the 
CTR process as presently envisioned is 
not working, and that is why it is so 
necessary that we pass the legislation 
brought to us by the chairman and the 
gentleman from Alabama; and I com-
mend him for his work. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, there 
are no further speakers on our side of 
the aisle, and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, in conclu-
sion, I simply want to say to the Mem-
bers who may be listening to this dis-
cussion, what we are talking about 
here is a restaurant, a movie theater, a 
corner drugstore, a retail establish-
ment. These are businesses that have 
been in the community for years and 
years. As a matter of course, every 
week, sometimes every day, they file 
large sums of cash. 

The very idea that we would impose, 
as we did in the Bank Safety Act, a re-
quirement that the banks, every time 
this happens, file a report. As FinCEN 
estimated last year, it takes 25 min-
utes to prepare these reports, to review 
them, to catalog them and to file them. 
Then it takes the FBI or others, IRS, 
who administers this program, 5 to 6 
minutes. So you are talking about, for 
the average small bank in a medium- 
sized town, as Mr. HENSARLING said, 
you are talking about hundreds of 
hours of wages, not to speak of the 
time. 

As we have been hearing for 10 or 12 
years, these reports have absolutely no 
usefulness in identifying money laun-
dering, serious financial crimes, ter-
rorist financing. It is past time that 
this Congress lifts what is a multi-
million dollar burden on our financial 
institutions and, at the same time, al-
lows law enforcement, directs law en-
forcement, in fact, to go after the bad 
guys. Focus attention on those nonrou-
tine, nonstandard transactions. 

Remember, the banks still must re-
quire, any time something is out of the 
ordinary to the routine, causes any 
type of questions, they actually have 
rules and regulations where they are 

required, in those cases, even if it is an 
established customer, if it is an out-of- 
the-ordinary transaction or raises sus-
picion, they have to file a report. That 
is the purpose of this legislation, to 
streamline that process. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, for the 
record, I would like to introduce the 
September 2005 testimony of William J. 
Fox, Director of the Financial Crimes 
Enforcement Network at the United 
States Department of Treasury. 
STATEMENT OF WILLIAM J. FOX, DIRECTOR, FI-

NANCIAL CRIMES ENFORCEMENT NETWORK, 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE TREAS-
URY 
Chairman Bachus, Ranking Member Sand-

ers and distinguished members of the Sub-
committee, I appreciate the opportunity to 
appear before you today to discuss your ef-
forts to balance the burdens imposed on the 
financial industry by the requirements of the 
Bank Secrecy Act of 1970, specifically, pro-
viding the government with highly relevant 
information that assists law enforcement in 
making our financial system more trans-
parent and our country safer. I am the Direc-
tor of the Financial Crimes Enforcement 
Network, which has been delegated the re-
sponsibility by the Secretary of the Treasury 
to administer the Bank Secrecy Act. The Fi-
nancial Crimes Enforcement Network is part 
of Treasury’s new Office of Terrorism and Fi-
nancial Intelligence, led by Under Secretary 
Stuart Levey. The creation of this office has 
greatly enhanced Treasury’s efforts and ac-
complishments on issues relating to money 
laundering, terrorist financing and other fi-
nancial crime. 

As the administrator of the Bank Secrecy 
Act, we bear responsibility for ensuring that 
the Bank Secrecy Act is implemented in a 
way that achieves the policy aim intended 
by the Congress, which is, simply stated, to 
safeguard the United States financial system 
from the abuses of financial crime, including 
money laundering and terrorist or other il-
licit financing. This is a day-to-day chal-
lenge in a financial system where we gen-
erally promote the unfettered, free-flow of 
commerce and where criminals strive to ma-
nipulate the system with the same ingenuity 
and sophistication of the very best in the in-
dustry. 

Ensuring that we strike the right balance 
between the cost and benefit of this regu-
latory regime is, in my view, a central re-
sponsibility for my agency. While I do not 
believe this cost/benefit analysis can be re-
duced to a mathematical formula, I believe 
we must constantly study how we can more 
effectively tailor this regime to minimize 
the costs and other burdens imposed on our 
financial institutions while at the same time 
ensuring that the law enforcement commu-
nity receives the information it needs to 
combat financial crime and terrorism. 

This effort is particularly important be-
cause I am more certain than ever that com-
pliance with the Bank Secrecy Act’s regu-
latory regime is a critical component to our 
country’s ability to utilize financial infor-
mation to combat terrorism, terrorist fi-
nancing, money laundering, and other seri-
ous financial crime. Moreover, the systems 
and programs that are mandated by the 
Bank Secrecy Act make our financial system 
safer and more transparent. 

Over the past year I have traveled quite a 
bit around the country listening to the frus-
trations members of the financial industry 
have with the Bank Secrecy Act. Many of 
those frustrations relate to how the Act is 
being implemented. Many in the financial in-
dustry complained about the lack of clarity 
in requirements and consistency in examina-
tion. At the same time, the Congress has 
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questioned the effectiveness of our collective 
ability to implement this regime in light of 
several highly publicized and significant reg-
ulatory failures by certain financial institu-
tions. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to report 
that by working diligently with my col-
leagues at this table, we have made signifi-
cant progress on these issues. In the past 
year: 

We have signed groundbreaking informa-
tion-sharing agreements with the five Fed-
eral Banking Agencies, the Internal Revenue 
Service and thirty-three (33) state authori-
ties. We are working to finalize similar 
agreements with the Securities and Ex-
change Commission and the Commodities 
Futures Trading Commission. 

We have assisted the Federal Banking 
Agencies with the development of a com-
prehensive Bank Secrecy Act examination 
manual that we believe will ensure greater 
consistency in examinations for depository 
institutions, and will provide a significant 
source of guidance and help for those institu-
tions. 

We are together issuing more and better 
guidance to ensure greater clarity and con-
sistency of regulatory policy. A good exam-
ple of this is the recent guidance we issued 
jointly with the Federal Banking Agencies 
on the provision of banking services to 
money services businesses. 

We have created and staffed an Office of 
Compliance within our Regulatory Division 
to ensure better clarity and consistency in 
how the Bank Secrecy Act is implemented 
and provide us with an assessment of the 
overall success of our Bank Secrecy Act Reg-
ulatory Program. 

We are—for the first time—devoting nearly 
25 percent of our analytic muscle to regu-
latory issues and programs. These analysts 
are not only identifying compliance prob-
lems and targeting problematic institutions 
for examination, they will also develop and 
provide information to the financial industry 
to help them better understand and assess 
the risks posed by their business lines and 
customer base. 

We believe these steps and the steps we 
have planned have helped improve the over-
all implementation and effectiveness of the 
Bank Secrecy Act. Ensuring that we present 
the financial industry with regulatory re-
quirements that are both clear and con-
sistent is, in my view, one of the best ways 
we can reduce the burden associated with 
Bank Secrecy Act compliance. 

Consistency is a crucial element of the ef-
fective implementation of the Bank Secrecy 
Act, and, indeed, is one of our core objec-
tives. While we, of course, stand ready to as-
sist the Committee and this Congress by ex-
amining any aspect of the Bank Secrecy Act, 
I would emphasize that over the past year, 
the level of cooperation between my agency 
and the Federal Banking Agencies has grown 
significantly. As reflected in the steps we 
have taken together, we all recognize the 
need for a consistent voice on these impor-
tant regulatory issues, and are building the 
necessary coordination mechanisms. 

The focus of my testimony before the sub-
committee today is on H.R. 3505, specifically, 
how that bill would affect the Bank Secrecy 
Act. I would like to focus on one key concept 
in this legislation; your effort to reduce the 
burden imposed on the financial industry of 
filing Currency Transaction Reports. We 
have been grappling with the issue of how to 
improve the Currency Transaction Report 
regime for some time. We know that Cur-
rency Transaction Reports are valuable to 
law enforcement. These reports—often cou-
pled with other information—are used every 
day to identify and locate criminals and ter-
rorists. However, we also know that some of 
the Currency Transaction Reports filed by fi-

nancial institutions are of little relevance in 
the investigation of financial crime. We also 
know that depository institutions, especially 
our community banks, identify the time and 
expense of filing Currency Transaction Re-
ports as the number one regulatory expense. 
Indeed, the Congress has in the past recog-
nized the need to reduce the number of Cur-
rency Transaction Reports that may not 
have a high degree of usefulness to law en-
forcement, ordering us to find a way to do 
so. However, it is clear that our efforts to en-
courage the exemption of routine filings on 
certain customers have not brought about 
the reductions in filing that were sought. 

Two years ago we turned to the Bank Se-
crecy Act Advisory Group, bringing in the 
viewpoints of the industry, law enforcement, 
and regulatory communities, to address this 
question. Through this process, we learned 
that our colleagues in law enforcement have 
made significant strides recently in their 
ability to utilize currency transaction re-
porting data, marrying this data with other 
law enforcement data to maximize its ben-
efit. We also have enhanced our analytic ca-
pability to exploit this data source on both 
micro and macro levels. Such innovations 
enhance the utility of our analysis, and it is 
essential that we not reduce the flow of crit-
ical information just as the technical fire-
power to exploit this information is reaching 
new heights. 

This Committee now is considering lan-
guage that would amend current exemptions 
by allowing banks to qualify certain cus-
tomers as exempt from routine currency 
transaction reporting. We believe this lan-
guage addresses many of the issues with our 
current exemption regime that were causing 
it not to have its intended effect. Due to its 
complexity and the burden involved in ex-
empting customers, financial institutions 
were not taking advantage of the exemption 
regime. This proposal seeks to streamline 
the exemption process by focusing on a one- 
time notice to my agency of an exemption 
and focusing on the customer’s relationship 
with the bank as the grounds for such ex-
emption. We believe that these changes will 
make the exemptions more effective while 
still ensuring that currency transaction re-
porting information critical to identifying 
criminal financial activity is made available 
to law enforcement. 

However, we also recognize that we need to 
monitor these changes to ensure that they 
do not result in a reduction in information 
that would be highly useful to our law en-
forcement clients, and accordingly the pro-
posal contains a wise requirement to conduct 
a study after some time has elapsed to en-
sure that we are striking the proper balance. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I hope that 
my testimony today conveys the sense of 
commitment, energy, and balance with 
which all of us at the Financial Crimes En-
forcement Network are addressing the chal-
lenging issues that confront our administra-
tion of the Bank Secrecy Act. The impor-
tance of your personal and direct support of 
these efforts cannot be overstated. Your 
oversight will ensure that we meet the chal-
lenges that we are facing. I know how crit-
ical it is that we do so, and we hope you 
know how committed we are to meeting 
those challenges. Thank you. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time and urge 
all Members to vote in favor of this 
legislation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. 
BACHUS) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 5341, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

RECOGNIZING NATIONAL 
HOMEOWNERSHIP MONTH 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I move to sus-
pend the rules and agree to the resolu-
tion (H. Res. 854) recognizing National 
Homeownership Month and the impor-
tance of homeownership in the United 
States. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. RES. 854 

Whereas the President of the United States 
has issued a proclamation designating the 
month of June 2006 as National Homeowner-
ship Month; 

Whereas the national homeownership rate 
in the United States has reached a record 
high of almost 70 percent and more than half 
of all minority families are homeowners; 

Whereas the people of the United States 
are one of the best-housed populations in the 
world; 

Whereas owning a home is a fundamental 
part of the American dream and is the larg-
est personal investment many families will 
ever make; 

Whereas homeownership provides eco-
nomic security for homeowners by aiding 
them in building wealth over time and 
strengthens communities through a greater 
stake among homeowners in local schools, 
civic organizations, and churches; 

Whereas creating affordable homeowner-
ship opportunities requires the commitment 
and cooperation of the private, public, and 
nonprofit sectors, including the Federal Gov-
ernment and State and local governments; 
and 

Whereas the current laws of the United 
States, such as the American Dream Down-
payment Act, encourage homeownership and 
should continue to do so in the future: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives— 

(1) fully supports the goals and ideals of 
National Homeownership Month; and 

(2) recognizes the importance of home-
ownership in building strong communities 
and families. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. NEY) and the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. WATERS) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 
5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure to be 
here today on the floor with our rank-
ing member, the gentlewoman from 
California, Congresswoman MAXINE 
WATERS. 

I rise today in support of House Reso-
lution 854, which recognizes National 
Homeownership Month and the impor-
tance of homeownership in the United 
States. This resolution is offered by my 
colleague and friend from California, 
Congressman GARY MILLER, who has 
really undertaken a robust job in work-
ing the housing issues and sponsoring 
different forums for discussions on 
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housing and being a very active mem-
ber of our Housing Subcommittee and 
also the vice chair of that committee. 

June is National Homeownership 
Month, and so many of our partners 
celebrate this because, in America, we 
would hope that everybody would have 
an opportunity to be able to own a 
home. A home is more than just a sym-
bol of the American dream; it is the 
backbone of our American way of life. 

Over the past 3 years, the housing 
market has driven the national econ-
omy as Americans bought and refi-
nanced homes in record numbers. Many 
regions were spared the worst of the re-
cent recession due to the strength of 
local housing markets. 

Homeownership creates community 
stakeholders who tend to be active in 
charities, churches, neighborhood ac-
tivities. Homeownership inspires civic 
responsibility, and homeowners are 
more likely to vote and get involved 
with local issues. Families owning a 
home offer children a stable living en-
vironment, and its influences are great. 
It helps with their personal develop-
ment in many positive, measurable 
ways at home, in school and in our so-
ciety. 

Today, nearly 70 percent of American 
families own their own homes. Minor-
ity homeownership rates have reached 
an all-time high of almost 50 percent. 
While many gains have been made 
though, lagging minority homeowner-
ship rates, I think, are a serious con-
cern. That issue has to be addressed. 

Minority households are expected to 
account for two-thirds of household 
growth over the coming decade. Im-
proving the ability of such households 
to make the transition to homeowner-
ship will be an important test of our 
Nation’s capacity to create economic 
opportunity for minorities and to build 
strong, stable communities. 

In the last Congress, the Sub-
committee on Housing and Community 
Opportunity, which I chair, and again 
the ranking member is the gentle-
woman from California, that com-
mittee and the members from both 
sides of the aisle assisted in enactment 
of 17 housing-related bills. 

I want to thank the members of that 
committee, GARY MILLER, the vice 
chair, and the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia; also, of course, Congressman 
OXLEY and BARNEY FRANK of Massachu-
setts. Chairman OXLEY has worked 
with us, as Mr. FRANK has, to make 
sure that these bills have gone to the 
full committee. 

So we are very proud of the enact-
ment of 17 housing-related bills. That 
was through bipartisan cooperation. 
We have been able to do this to make 
existing housing programs work better. 

Our work continues in the 109th Con-
gress. In the last month, the Housing 
Subcommittee of the Financial Serv-
ices Committee has marked up 10 hous-
ing bills. For example, we approved a 
bill that would preserve affordable 
rural housing opportunities and one 
that would modernize and increase the 

availability of FHA-insured manufac-
tured housing loans to low and mod-
erate consumers who wished to pur-
chase a manufactured home. 

I am especially proud of H.R. 5121, 
the Expanding American Home Owner-
ship Act of 2006. This important FHA 
modernization legislation would allow 
for risk-based pricing for the Federal 
Housing Administration. Charging pre-
miums commensurate with risk allows 
sound pricing and portfolio diversity to 
sustain the financial strength of the 
FHA fund. 

We want to thank the gentlewoman 
for taking the lead on this. I feel if we 
had not done this bill I don’t know 
where FHA would be today. I thank the 
gentlewoman for all her hard work. 

While homeownership is a desired 
goal for many Americans, and that is 
why we are here, again I thank Mr. 
MILLER for this resolution, but there 
are still, and I think we have to face 
this, many in society are not ready yet 
or cannot own their own home. 

So the Financial Services Committee 
in this month approved by voice vote 
H.R. 5443, the Section 8 Voucher Re-
form Act of 2006. This piece of legisla-
tion represents the culmination of a bi-
partisan negotiation over the last year 
to craft a compromise proposal to re-
form HUD’s section 8 program. 

In the Housing Subcommittee, we do 
continue to plan to work hard with our 
ranking member, the gentlewoman 
from California, and Mr. MILLER and 
all the Members on both sides of the 
aisle to explore new ways to put people 
in the path of homeownership so they 
can realize its benefits. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, as the ranking member 
of the Subcommittee on Housing and 
Community Opportunity and one of the 
original cosponsors of this legislation, 
I rise in strong support of House Reso-
lution 854, celebrating June as Na-
tional Homeownership Month of 2006. 

I would like to thank the Chair of 
our subcommittee, Mr. NEY, for his 
support, not only for this resolution 
but his support for all of the members 
serving on our subcommittee on both 
sides of the aisle for all that we are at-
tempting to do to expand homeowner-
ship opportunity. I am excited about 
the leadership that Mr. NEY has pro-
vided on FHA, to support the CDBG, 
his support for section 8. All of these 
programs lead to homeownership. 

b 1230 

And I am delighted to be on the floor 
with him today. 

I would also like to thank Mr. GARY 
MILLER, the vice chairman of the sub-
committee on Housing and Community 
Opportunity, for sponsoring this reso-
lution. This is an extremely timely res-
olution. June is National Homeowner-
ship Month, 2006. 

And I also want to applaud all of 
those who joined on the resolution as 

original cosponsors: Mr. HINOJOSA; Mr. 
SCOTT of Georgia; Ms. HARRIS; Ms. 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD; Mr. 
NEUGEBAUER; Mr. FRANK, the ranking 
member of the Committee on Financial 
Services; Mr. NEY, of course, chairman 
of the subcommittee on Housing and 
Community Opportunity; and the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee 
of Financial Services, Mr. OXLEY. 

Mr. Speaker, and Members, home-
ownership is like motherhood and 
apple pie. I believe that just about ev-
eryone would agree that homeowner-
ship is important to the overall quality 
of life in communities across the coun-
try and to the economic well-being of 
individuals and families in America. 

While National Homeownership 
Month has been celebrated for the past 
5 years, we really do owe a great deal 
of credit to the many nonprofit organi-
zations and public policymakers who 
have concentrated on making the 
American Dream come true, as well as 
others who have formed public-private 
partnerships to expand homeownership 
opportunities in America. Without 
these cooperative relationships and bi-
partisan relationships, we would be 
hard pressed to have reached many of 
the low-and moderate-income persons 
and families who have been able to af-
ford a home. 

Mr. Speaker and Members, it is com-
mendable to applaud homeownership in 
this country, but it takes a little bit 
more to create the opportunities for 
the average American to own a home, 
and it requires real support and assist-
ance by public policy-makers. I am 
pleased and proud to serve on this sub-
committee because, again, I see that 
commitment on both sides of the aisle. 

Homeownership has a rich history in 
America. Let’s take a walk back in 
time and we will see just how impor-
tant homeownership has been in Amer-
ica. From 1900 to 1920, the first 20 years 
of the last century, the homeownership 
rate declined slowly but steadily. Then 
homeownership soared in the 1920s, but 
declined to its lowest level in the 20th 
century, 44 percent by 1940. Of course, 
after World War II, we witnessed a dra-
matic increase in homeownership as 
the postwar economy boom contributed 
to American prosperity. Purchases of 
homes were central to building that 
prosperity; and by 1960, homeownership 
had grown to 60 percent because of fa-
vorable tax treatment and attractive 
financing related to homeownership. 

During that same year, my State of 
California reached its high water mark 
for homeownership tying the national 
average of 60 percent. By 2000, two in 
three households in the United States 
owned their own homes. In 1990 less 
than half owned their own homes, 
whereas today 70 percent of all Ameri-
cans own their homes. 

In addition, the median value of sin-
gle family homes in the United States, 
according to the census, rose from 
$30,600 in 1940 to $119,600 in 2000. But of 
course, today the median value in some 
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places, such as California, have in-
creased tremendously, almost to 
$500,000. 

The benefits of homeownership are 
truly remarkable. Homeownership pro-
vides a broad range of benefits to indi-
vidual homeowners and to society as a 
whole. Many children of homeowners 
did better in school and are more suc-
cessful in life. Homeownership acts as a 
powerful economic stimulus, benefiting 
the individual homeowner and the na-
tional economy. Homeownership bene-
fits neighborhoods, providing economic 
and social capital. Homeowners are 
more likely to participate in local or-
ganizations. Homeownership in dis-
tressed communities raises neighbor-
hood property value by a significant 
amount, and homeowners state that 
they are more satisfied with their liv-
ing situation than renters. 

The benefits might seem incon-
sequential to some. But believe me, if 
we could transfer the benefits of home-
ownership across this country, we 
would wipe out much of the crime in 
our communities, lower high school 
drop-out rates, reduce poverty, and im-
prove the overall quality of life for 
countless numbers of Americans. 

Just think of the benefits to chil-
dren. Children of homeowners score 
better on academic tests, graduate at 
higher rates, have fewer behavioral 
problems, and enjoy a better social en-
vironment. Children of homeowners are 
more likely to become homeowners, 
adding to the paradigm of wealth cre-
ation. 

Homeownership benefits the U.S. 
economy. Homeowners generate eq-
uity. Home equity is often the source 
of start-up capital for a business or for 
financing our children’s education and 
our retirement. High rates of home-
ownership in a community add to the 
value of property as much as $5,000, ac-
cording to one recent study. 

A home is a real source of wealth. 
Homeownership is central to individual 
wealth and to the wealth of the U.S. 
economy. The growth in new housing 
starts in the last few years contributed 
directly to the growth in the U.S. econ-
omy. Just look at the housing sector, 
and it will usually tell you a lot about 
the overall wealth and direction of the 
economy. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield as 
much time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. GARY 
G. MILLER), the author of the resolu-
tion. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I introduced this legisla-
tion to elevate the debate and the un-
derstanding of the importance of hous-
ing in this country. 

On May 24, 2006 President Bush des-
ignated June as National Homeowner-
ship Month, as he has done over the 
past 5 years. To complement this des-
ignation, this resolution provides con-
gressional recognition of the National 
Homeownership Month and the impor-

tance of homeownership in the United 
States. 

Owning a home is a fundamental part 
of the American Dream and is the larg-
est personal investment families will 
ever make. Not only does homeowner-
ship provide economic security by 
building wealth over time, it also 
strengthens and builds communities. 

However, creating affordable home-
ownership opportunities requires the 
commitment and cooperation of the 
private, public, nonprofit sector, in-
cluding the Federal Government and 
State and local governments. 

This resolution expresses the sense of 
Congress that the House of Representa-
tives, one, fully supports the goals and 
ideals of National Homeownership 
Month; and, two, recognizes the impor-
tance of homeownership in building 
strong communities and families. 

Today is a day we can come together, 
set aside any policy differences we 
might have, and celebrate homeowner-
ship in America. 

For generations, the goal of owning a 
home has been the bedrock of our econ-
omy and a fundamental part of the 
American Dream. As we have faced the 
challenges of war and economic uncer-
tainties, the housing markets have 
helped to keep our economy strong. 

Nationally, housing generates more 
than 22 percent of the gross domestic 
product and accounts for nearly 40 
cents of every dollar spent. 

America’s housing markets are the 
envy of the world. We enjoy the lowest 
interest rates, the highest homeowner-
ship rates of any developed nation. In 
fact, national homeownership in the 
United States has reached a record 
high of 70 percent. Homeownership is 
the single largest creator of wealth for 
Americans. It is the largest investment 
most families will ever make, and a 
key to promoting long-term economic 
stability. For this reason we must con-
tinue to promote policies that ensure 
more Americans can achieve the goal 
of homeownership. 

Aside from helping millions of Amer-
icans achieve their dreams, home-
ownership also helps to build neighbor-
hoods and strengthen communities. 
Families who own homes have a vital 
stake in their communities, a stronger 
interest in the safekeeping of their 
neighborhoods, and a deeper commit-
ment to the quality of their schools 
and public services. 

Each home is a critical piece in a 
successful neighborhood, allowing fam-
ilies to enjoy community events to-
gether and share in the lives of their 
neighbors and friends. 

As millions of American families 
have demonstrated, increased home-
ownership helps to build better com-
munities, and better communities help 
to build a better America. 

As responsible legislators, we need to 
ensure that government helps rather 
than impedes homeownership in Amer-
ica. 

When I came to Congress, I made it 
my top priority to highlight Federal 

policies that have hindered the avail-
ability of housing in this country and 
to find ways for government to posi-
tively impact homeownership in Amer-
ica. While we have done much to help 
Americans become homeowners, we 
must do more. We must remove the 
hurdles and needless regulation that 
keep homeownership out of the reach 
of some families in America. 

And oftentimes in government, we 
pass policies and laws and regulations 
that sound really good, and when they 
are implemented they do just the exact 
opposite of what we intend them to do, 
they hinder homeownership. State gov-
ernment and local government do the 
same thing. What we need to do as leg-
islators is look at these things we have 
done; and if they are wrong, we need to 
correct them. And then we need to pass 
new resolutions and laws that further 
provide opportunities for people, which 
in many cases we have done the oppo-
site of. 

We must also promote fair lending 
practices to increase housing opportu-
nities for all Americans. And we must 
ensure that programs Congress passes 
to encourage homeownership can be en-
joyed by all Americans in all commu-
nities, including those in high-cost 
areas. 

With June designated as National 
Homeownership Month, there is no bet-
ter time to address these issues. Now 
more than ever Congress must cul-
tivate an environment in which more 
Americans may turn the dream of 
homeownership into a reality. 

I am very pleased today that the 
President has made it a priority to pro-
mote affordable housing and home-
ownership, even among those chal-
lenges our country faces in other areas. 

Along with Secretary Jackson and 
his team at HUD, the President has 
taken a leading role in finding new and 
innovative ways to expand homeowner-
ship in all areas of this country. 

Fortunately here in Congress we 
have a strong commitment to home-
ownership from Members from both 
sides of the aisle. I want to commend 
the people in our committee who have 
worked really hard: Chairman OXLEY 
and Ranking Member BARNEY FRANK, 
also subcommittee Chairman NEY and 
MAXINE WATERS. We have come to-
gether on many issues. We have put 
aside personal issues that we might 
disagree on, and we said, what can we 
do positively together to create a bet-
ter environment for housing, under-
standing that people at all sectors of 
society need to own a home, and how 
can we eliminate programs that hinder 
them from doing that. 

I am confident due to this teamwork 
we will have success in years to come 
and continue to increase homeowner-
ship nationwide. 

National Homeownership Month is a 
reminder of the importance of housing 
issues in America. I urge my colleagues 
to support this resolution, and I en-
courage all of us, as we go through our 
practices of trying to pass good and 
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reasonable laws for this country, to 
look at policies that encourage home-
ownership rather than discourage 
homeownership. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker and Members, home-
owners confer benefits to the commu-
nities in which they live. Homeowners 
vote and participate in important com-
munity organizations such as our 
schools. Homeownership benefits dis-
tressed neighborhoods, resulting in in-
creased property values and more sta-
ble communities. Stability is the key 
to improving the quality of life in 
America. Homeownership in America is 
the key to stability. 

Despite the benefits of homeowner-
ship in America, some Americans still 
are not benefiting from homeowner-
ship. African Americans and Latinos 
still lag behind others in their rates of 
homeownership. According to the ‘‘Na-
tional Urban League’s State of Black 
America Report for 2006,’’ less than 50 
percent of African American families 
in America own their own homes. The 
rate of homeownership is about the 
same for Latinos, approximately 49 to 
50 percent. 

Another poignant fact is that some of 
the disparity in homeownership rates 
for these groups is the result, some-
times, of discrimination and predatory 
lending. The Center for Responsible 
Lending just completed a major study 
which found that African Americans 
are still more likely to receive higher- 
rate home purchase rates and refinance 
loans than similarly situated white 
borrowers, particularly for loans with 
prepayment penalties. African Ameri-
cans with prepayment penalties on 
their subprime mortgages were 6 to 34 
percent more likely to receive a high-
er-rate loan than if they had been 
white borrowers with basically the 
same qualifications or risk factors. In-
deed, Latino borrowers had the same 
experience as African Americans. 
Latino borrowers purchasing homes 
were 29 to 142 percent more likely to 
receive a higher-rate loan than if they 
had been a non-Latino white borrower. 
Each of the above findings was also 
documented in a Federal Reserve study 
last year. 

These findings are very real for Afri-
can Americans and Latinos, and that 
should be enough. What the findings 
mean is that African Americans and 
Latinos still face obstacles to home-
ownership that other Americans do not 
face. Obstacles to homeownership are 
obstacles to the achievement of our vi-
sion. If homeownership in particular is 
the key to stronger and healthier com-
munities, financial independence and 
the accumulation of wealth in Amer-
ica, then it is essential that we not 
only recognize June as National Home-
ownership Month, but that we commit 
ourselves to eliminating obstacles to 
homeownership for all Americans. 

As such, I ask all of my colleagues to 
support June as National Homeowner-
ship Month of 2006 as embraced by H. 

Res. 854. Remember, we continue to 
pursue a broad range of policies and 
programs to encourage homeownership 
opportunities in America. 

b 1245 

We have fought to restore budget 
cuts that have been proposed from time 
to time in funding for Federal pro-
grams to promote homeownership, in-
cluding CDBG, HOME and HOPE VI. 
We have led efforts to raise FHA loan 
limits so that middle-income families 
in high-cost areas like Los Angeles 
have affordable mortgage loan options. 

And I want to tell you, the bill that 
was alluded to by Mr. NEY, our chair-
man, on FHA is exciting. It will be 
coming up on this floor to receive sup-
port from this Congress, and it will be 
one of the most profound pieces of leg-
islation that have been passed on this 
floor certainly in this session and for a 
long time. 

This will not only revitalize FHA, it 
will increase the loan limits. Because 
the price of housing has been rising so 
quickly that FHA was not able to ac-
commodate those who still need afford-
able housing, and we will afford to FHA 
borrowers the opportunity to partici-
pate in new opportunities, no down 
payment products, et cetera. So I am 
very much looking forward to that. 

I am joining with Mr. NEY and oth-
ers, and we are leading the effort today 
to make FHA relevant again to the 
needs of first-time home buyers and 
working families. We must do all we 
can to ensure that this goal is 
achieved. 

As we recognize the month of June as 
National Homeownership Month for 
2006, we must recognize that the Amer-
ican dream still escapes many in Amer-
ica. When this is no longer true, we 
will be able to celebrate homeowner-
ship in America not as a dream for 
some but as a reality for all Ameri-
cans. 

Mr. Speaker and Members, those of 
us who work on this issue from both 
sides of the aisle and in our committee, 
sometimes we push very hard and we 
are a little tough because we know 
that there are working families out 
there who work every day, who pay 
their bills on time, they pay their util-
ity bills, they pay their other bills, but 
they still are not able to get a mort-
gage and have a home for themselves 
and their families, but they deserve it. 
And so we look very closely at what 
these financial institutions are doing. 

None of us like predatory lending. We 
don’t mind having a subprime market, 
but it must be a subprime market that 
will allow people to buy a home and 
perhaps even sometimes start out with 
a little bit higher interest rate, but 
they must be reduced as those home-
owners demonstrate their ability to 
pay for these mortgages. 

We don’t like our American workers 
to be taken advantage of. We don’t 
want them to have high interest rates 
that are above and beyond what the av-
erage borrower would be able to get. 

We don’t like the fact that Americans 
lose homes. We want everybody who 
enters into this business, this contract, 
of buying a home to be able to pay that 
mortgage and to be able to hold onto 
that home. 

Let me just close by saying this. I am 
so adamant about homeownership and 
understanding what it can do because I 
can recall when I was a single parent 
with two children and was able to put 
together a down payment to purchase a 
little home that I paid $26,000 for. Just 
a couple of years ago, I sold it for al-
most a half million dollars. Just think, 
if every American had the opportunity 
to get into purchasing a home, just re-
alize the amount of wealth that could 
be created not only to start businesses, 
to pay for education but also to be 
there for retirement in our old age. 

So I am perhaps a very vocal and a 
very persistent supporter of home-
ownership because I know what it can 
do and I know what opportunities are 
afforded to all Americans who have the 
ability to do this. 

I will reserve, if I have any, the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, again I want 
to thank Congressman MILLER from 
California for bringing this resolution 
which continues to focus, of course, on 
June as homeownership month but 
continues to put this issue out on the 
table. 

We have done that with the Housing 
Opportunity Subcommittee through 
our ranking member. We were the first 
committee of the House to go to New 
Orleans and Gulfport, Mississippi, 
where, believe me, there are so many 
issues for people, but housing and shel-
ter, not being in a shelter but housing 
and to be sheltered from the elements, 
were the number one issue down there. 

We have addressed, also, so many 
pieces of legislation, I think it has to 
make our committee feel good in the 
sense that they have done something. 
We won’t know the faces or the names 
of people, in fact, that will now be able 
to have homeownership or with section 
8 to be into apartments, we won’t know 
who they are, but acts of the Congress, 
working together, which is the right 
thing to do, will help with the people’s 
lives. 

I just want to, on a personal note, 
say I can remember after World War II, 
and my father came out of World War 
II, it took from that period of time to 
1963 to, in fact, be able to save enough. 

And I have talked to the gentlelady 
about down payments. I am one who 
firmly believes that we should help 
people. Because to take 13 years to 
save for something, it is a long time. 

There is a famous poet, Langston 
Hughes, who said, ‘‘Dream your 
dreams, and be willing to pay the sac-
rifice to make them come true.’’ Peo-
ple are willing to sacrifice for that 
dream of a home, but we, as the gov-
ernment, have to help them. There is a 
certain point where so much sacrifice 
has to be given, it is not helping with 
the family. That is what we need to do. 
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People will be out there. They will 

try to make their living, try to pay 
their bills, try to get into their home. 
But what we are doing in this com-
mittee and what we have to continue 
to do, and I am sure we will with the 
ranking member and the gentlelady 
from California and with her tenacity 
on this issue, her concern for people, as 
the members of the committee have 
been concerned about these issues, we 
will continue to do that. Because peo-
ple are willing to sacrifice. But we have 
got to help them along, and we have 
got to give them some assistance as a 
government. 

I am very proud of the subcommittee 
and very proud of Mr. MILLER and the 
resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker and Mem-
bers, in closing, let me just say what a 
pleasure it has been for me serving on 
this subcommittee with Chairman NEY. 
Not only has he provided strong leader-
ship for homeownership, as he alluded 
to, we have made visits not only in 
California but in Louisiana and Mis-
sissippi, not only looking at CDBG and 
section 8 and these very important pro-
grams that are helping Americans have 
decent and safe living conditions but 
leading to homeownership oftentimes. 

The attention that was paid to 
Katrina victims and what took place in 
the gulf coast region has not been 
matched by anyone. Mr. NEY took it 
upon himself and his committee to go 
there and to spend the time taking a 
look at all aspects of this disaster. 

And while we were there, we were 
able to understand what the insurance 
companies were or were not doing. We 
were able to understand what was hap-
pening with public housing. We were 
able to understand what was happening 
with the trailers, who was getting 
them, who was not getting them. And 
we were able to work very closely with 
Mr. BAKER, with Mr. JEFFERSON and 
with others who come from that region 
to begin to talk about how we are 
going to build homes, how we are going 
to replace those homes, how we are 
going to be able to use CDBG funds to 
make sure that people have the oppor-
tunity to not only rebuild their homes 
but to restore their lives. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, again I 
thank Chairman NEY. I thank Vice 
Chairman MILLER. 

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of House Resolution 
854, a resolution recognizing June 2006 
as National Homeownership Month, a 
time for individuals and families to 
reach for part of the American dream 
and purchase a home of their own. 

In recognition of National Home-
ownership Month and in my capacity 
as Chairman and Co-founder of the 
Congressional Rural Housing Caucus, I 
became an original co-sponsor of House 
Resolution 854. 

In the United States, each individual 
has the opportunity to own a home of 
their own. Homeownership inspires 

civic responsibility. Homeowners are 
more likely to vote and get involved 
with local issues. 

Families owning a home are able to 
offer children a stable living environ-
ment. In many cases, homeownership 
influences a child’s personal develop-
ment in many positive, measurable 
ways. 

Twenty percent of our Nation’s popu-
lation lives in rural communities, yet a 
majority of these families live in sub-
standard housing conditions. 

These communities simply do not 
have the resources—either economic or 
infrastructure—to address the prob-
lems of substandard housing. The gap 
between the haves and have nots con-
tinues to grow, especially in rural 
America. Now is the time to stem this 
tide. 

According to the Census Bureau, 48 
percent of African-Americans; and, 50 
percent of Hispanics owned a home as 
of the first quarter in 2006. While many 
gains have been made, lagging minor-
ity homeownership rates are a serious 
concern to me and Congress. 

Rural America and minorities are in 
dire need of housing assistance—and we 
should all strive to make every month 
‘‘homeownership month.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this resolution. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague from California—and fellow 
homebuilder—Congressman MILLER, for his 
sponsorship of this resolution. 

More Americans own their home than ever 
before. Nearly 70 percent of American’s are 
homeowners. So it is a good time for us to 
asses the positive impacts of homeownership 
on families, communities and on the nation’s 
economy. 

When a family owns their own home, they 
have a greater stake in their community. In 
addition to shelter, that family also has an 
asset that appreciates in value. 

Communities with high rates of homeowner-
ship often have residents who are more in-
volved in local schools, civic organizations and 
churches. 

Housing has led our nation’s economic ex-
pansion over the past few years, accounting 
for 16 percent of our Gross Domestic Product. 
New housing starts and home sales hit record 
levels from 2003 through 2005. 

Although housing sales and starts have 
cooled to more typical levels, the housing mar-
ket remains strong and sound. Without the ex-
pansion of homeownership and the strength of 
our housing market, our nation would not have 
the economic growth we are experiencing 
today. 

It is important that Congress pass tax, regu-
latory and housing finance polices to continue 
this growth and to help make the dream of 
homeownership a reality for even more Ameri-
cans. 

The Housing Subcommittee has advanced 
legislation this year that modernizes the Fed-
eral Housing Administration. In order for FHA 
to continue to offer assistance to first-time 
buyers and buyers with lower incomes, FHA 
needs more flexibility to keep pace with 
changes in the mortgage marketplace. The 
House needs to approve H.R. 5121. 

When regulations on the housing industry 
are reasonable, the cost of housing goes 

down. Regulatory relief is needed to make 
housing more affordable to more Americans. 

One step Congress should take to make 
regulations more reasonable is passage of 
H.R. 5558, which makes common-sense re-
forms to storm water permitting. 

Before coming to Congress, I spent a lot of 
time in the housing business. The housing 
market has been through ups and downs, but 
through all the changes, home ownership con-
tinues to be vital for families, communities and 
the nation’s economy. 

This resolution today affirms Congress’ sup-
port for homeownership and the importance of 
homeownership in our country. 

I urge support for the resolution and support 
for sound housing policies in Congress. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KLINE). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. NEY) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, H. 
Res. 854. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the reso-
lution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members have 5 
legislative days within which to revise 
and extend their remarks on this legis-
lation, H.R. 42, and H.R. 5341 and to in-
sert extraneous material thereon. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on questions previously 
postponed. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

Adoption of H. Res. 890, by the yeas 
and nays; 

Adoption of the conference report on 
H.R. 889, by the yeas and nays; 

Passage of H.R. 4843, by the yeas and 
nays. 

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining 
electronic votes will be conducted as 5- 
minute votes. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 5672, SCIENCE, STATE, 
JUSTICE, COMMERCE, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2007 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the vote on adop-
tion of House Resolution 890, on which 
the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 224, nays 
188, not voting 20, as follows: 

[Roll No. 319] 

YEAS—224 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 

Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 

Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—188 

Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 

Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 

Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Castle 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 

Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 

Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 

Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—20 

Abercrombie 
Becerra 
Blackburn 
Cannon 
Carson 
Case 
Davis (TN) 

Evans 
Ford 
Gutierrez 
Higgins 
Hyde 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 

McCarthy 
Ortiz 
Payne 
Rush 
Strickland 
Weiner 

b 1320 

Ms. MCKINNEY changed her vote 
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. SULLIVAN and Mr. BRADY of 
Texas changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ 
to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated against: 
Mrs. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, today, 

Tuesday, June 27, I was delayed in my arrival 
for the week’s legislative work, but had I been 
here I would have voted ‘‘no’’ on H. Res. 890, 
rollcall 319, approving the Rule for H.R. 5672. 

f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 889, 
COAST GUARD AND MARITIME 
TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 2006 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. MIL-
LER of Florida). The unfinished busi-
ness is the question of suspending the 
rules and agreeing to the conference re-
port on the bill H.R. 889. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Alaska (Mr. 
YOUNG) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the conference re-
port on the bill, H.R. 889, on which the 
yeas and nays are ordered. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 413, nays 0, 
not voting 19, as follows: 

[Roll No. 320] 

YEAS—413 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 

Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 

Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
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McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 

Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 

Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—19 

Abercrombie 
Cannon 
Carson 
Case 
Cole (OK) 
Evans 
Ford 

Gutierrez 
Higgins 
Hyde 
Johnson, Sam 
McCarthy 
Ortiz 
Payne 

Radanovich 
Rush 
Strickland 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 

the vote). Members are advised that 
there are 2 minutes remaining. 

b 1328 
So (two-thirds of those voting having 

responded in the affirmative) the rules 
were suspended and the conference re-
port was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 
Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, on 

June 27, 2006 I inadvertently missed rollcall 
vote 320. If I had been present, on rollcall vote 
No. 320, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

VETERANS’ COMPENSATION COST- 
OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 
2006 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-

pending the rules and passing the bill, 
H.R. 4843, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
BUYER) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4843, as 
amended, on which the yeas and nays 
are ordered. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 408, nays 0, 
not voting 24, as follows: 

[Roll No. 321] 

YEAS—408 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 

Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 

Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 

Matsui 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 

Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 

Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—24 

Abercrombie 
Boucher 
Butterfield 
Cannon 
Carson 
Case 
Chandler 
Chocola 

Evans 
Ford 
Gordon 
Granger 
Gutierrez 
Higgins 
Hyde 
Johnson, Sam 

McCarthy 
Ortiz 
Payne 
Rush 
Strickland 
Terry 
Weiner 
Weller 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BOOZMAN) (during the vote). Members 
are advised there are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote. 

b 1337 

So (two-thirds of those voting having 
responded in the affirmative) the rules 
were suspended and the bill, as amend-
ed, was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, I missed three 
rollcall votes earlier today, Tuesday, June 27, 
2006, due to an excused absence. I would like 
to enter into the RECORD how I intended to 
vote on the missed rollcall votes: 
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On roll No. 319, On Agreeing to the Resolu-

tion providing for consideration of the bill (H.R. 
5672), making appropriations for Science, the 
Departments of State, Justice, and Com-
merce, and related agencies for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2007, and for other pur-
poses; I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

On roll No. 320, To Suspend the Rules and 
Agree to the Conference Report for the Coast 
Guard and Maritime Transportation Act; I 
would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

On roll No. 321, On Motion to Suspend the 
Rules and Pass, as Amended for the Vet-
erans’ Compensation Cost-of-Living Adjust-
ment Act; I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, I was un-
avoidably absent from this Chamber today. I 
would like the Record to show that, had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘no’’ on rollcall 
vote 319 and ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall votes 320 and 
321. 

f 

FLOOD INSURANCE REFORM AND 
MODERNIZATION ACT OF 2006 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 891 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 4973. 

b 1340 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4973) to 
restore the financial solvency of the 
national flood insurance program, and 
for other purposes, with Mr. MILLER of 
Florida in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered read the 
first time. 

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
OXLEY) and the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. FRANK) each will control 
30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I rise today in support of H.R. 4973, 
the Flood Insurance Reform and Mod-
ernization Act of 2006, or the FIRM 
Act. This legislation will significantly 
reform the National Flood Insurance 
Program and ensure its continued via-
bility. After all the rain we have seen 
in our Nation’s capital these past few 
days, now is an especially good time to 
take a close look at this program that 
millions of Americans count on to pro-
tect the investment they have made in 
their homes from flood damages. 

The Financial Services Committee 
has a history of reforming the NFIP 
and with conducting oversight over the 
program. Spearheaded by the efforts of 
our former colleague, Representative 
Doug Bereuter of Nebraska, this com-
mittee took significant steps toward 
reform with passage of the Bunning-Be-

reuter-Blumenauer Act in 2004. That 
bill helped ensure that those people 
whose homes flooded on a frequent 
basis will not continue to soak the 
American taxpayers by filing flood loss 
claims time and time again. 

Under the leadership of my friend 
BOB NEY, chairman of the Sub-
committee on Housing and Community 
Opportunity, the committee continued 
to oversee the NFIP last year with a 
field hearing in his district and with 
hearings on the status of flood map 
modernization and the program in gen-
eral. These hearings exposed a number 
of deficiencies in the NFIP, including 
the fact that FEMA was not moving 
quickly enough to reform the program 
and that the Nation’s flood maps are 
often outdated and inaccurate. 

Then came Hurricanes Katrina, 
Wilma and Rita. These storms placed 
an unprecedented strain on the NFIP 
that continues to this day. We had to 
raise the borrowing authority of the 
flood program first to $3.5 billion, then 
to $18.5 billion, then to $20.8 billion. 
FEMA tells us that it is still not 
enough to cover all the claims from 
last year. When all is said and done, 
the NFIP will need $25 billion to pay 
all of those claims, and that does not 
take into account any storms we have 
before hurricane season ends this year. 

We have an obligation to these esti-
mated 225,000 policyholders who have 
already filed a claim resulting from the 
events of 2005. These homeowners who 
have a binding contract with the NFIP 
to cover flood events could initiate 
legal action against FEMA and the 
U.S. Government if the flood insurance 
program does not make good on this 
contract. 

At the same time, we also have an 
obligation to reform and modernize the 
NFIP so that homeowners will con-
tinue to have access to flood insurance. 
According to recent estimates, more 
than half the U.S. population lives 
within 50 miles of the sea. While sense-
less coastal development should not be 
subsidized or encouraged, these home-
owners who play by the rules and live 
in homes that take proper flood miti-
gation steps should also not be penal-
ized. 

The FIRM Act is a bipartisan bill. 
Chairman BAKER and I have worked 
closely with Ranking Member FRANK 
to put together numerous reforms that 
will serve to increase FEMA’s account-
ability and address the weaknesses ex-
posed by last year’s flooding. 

In an effort to make the NFIP more 
actuarially sound, the FIRM Act 
phases out the subsidized rates cur-
rently enjoyed by the owners of hun-
dreds of thousands of vacation homes 
and second homes. If you can afford 
one of those homes, you can afford to 
pay your freight. In addition, the bill 
introduces new lines of coverage at ac-
tuarial prices and increases the pro-
gram’s coverage limits to reflect infla-
tion. These are common-sense reforms 
that, again, will be actuarially priced. 

The FIRM Act requires FEMA to ad-
minister the program more respon-

sibly. Flood maps will be improved and 
updated, and FEMA will have to certify 
to Congress that they have done so. 
The NFIP’s borrowing authority will 
be temporarily increased to ensure 
that all outstanding claims will be 
paid. 

The FIRM Act increases the amount 
that FEMA can raise policy rates in 
any given year from 10 percent to 15 
percent; and for those lending institu-
tions that drop the ball on enforcing 
mandatory flood insurance purchase 
requirements, fines will be tripled from 
where they are now. 

I remain committed to the reform of 
the National Flood Insurance Program 
that we in the Financial Services Com-
mittee started with passage of the 
Bunning-Bereuter-Blumenauer Act in 
2004. H.R. 4973 is the logical next step 
on the road to fiscal soundness for 
NFIP. 

I commend Mr. BAKER for his work 
and strongly urge a vote for final pas-
sage. 

Mr. Chairman, I retain the balance of 
my time. 

b 1345 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

I fully agree with the statement of 
the chairman, and I am very proud to 
say that this is part of an ongoing, bi-
partisan effort that this committee has 
undertaken. 

A few years ago, we found a flood in-
surance program which was both im-
portant but flawed in a number of 
ways, and we began, at the urging of 
our former colleague from Nebraska, 
Mr. Bereuter, and our continuing col-
league from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER), 
to make improvements. We have not 
been able to get everything we wanted, 
but we have improved it. 

This bill takes substantial steps for-
ward, and I think it is important for 
Members to know this is a bill which 
makes improvements at the same time 
from both the environmental and the 
fiscal standpoints. We make it a better 
program, we make it a more respon-
sible program fiscally, and we make it 
a more responsible program environ-
mentally. 

There will be various amendments, 
many of which I think are very impor-
tant, including, and I want to particu-
larly call attention to the amendment 
offered by our colleague from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR), who as much as 
anybody in this House encountered per-
sonally the problems of the flood insur-
ance program, and he has a very impor-
tant amendment that would go to the 
aid of individuals who have not been 
fairly treated, and I strongly will be 
supporting that amendment. We won’t 
have a lot of time to debate it, and I 
wanted to say that now. 

I also want to make one general 
point that should not go unnoticed. We 
are dealing here with a public program. 
This is a case of the Federal Govern-
ment stepping in to meet a very impor-
tant social need that cannot be met by 
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the private market. The private mar-
ket is a wonderful thing and does great 
things, and in the area of insurance we 
rely heavily in this country on the pri-
vate market. But there are examples of 
market failure, not in a pejorative 
sense, but in a more technical sense. 
Flood insurance is one of them. If it 
were not for the role of the Federal 
Government here, there would be 
many, many Americans in great dis-
tress and unable to get the kind of in-
surance that they need. 

So for those who believe that the 
public sector is always the problem, 
that the private sector is not only a 
valuable part of our life but provides 
all good, and that you always ought to 
be denigrating the public sector, they 
probably don’t want to vote for this 
bill. Because this is a bill which signifi-
cantly improves a public sector re-
sponse to a problem which, left without 
this, the private sector couldn’t han-
dle. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, I recog-
nize the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
NEY) and yield him 2 minutes. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
Chairman OXLEY of the committee, and 
I rise today to support H.R. 4973, the 
Flood Insurance Reform and Mod-
ernization Act of 2006, also known as 
the FIRM Act. 

This important measure, approved by 
the House Financial Services Com-
mittee on March 16, will significantly 
reform the National Flood Insurance 
Program and ensure its continued via-
bility by increasing accountability, 
eliminating unnecessary Federal sub-
sidies, and updating the flood insur-
ance program to meet the needs of the 
21st century. 

Last year, in the immediate after-
math of Hurricane Katrina, I intro-
duced H.R. 3669, the National Flood In-
surance Program Enhanced Borrowing 
Authority Act of 2005. That piece of 
legislation increased FEMA’s bor-
rowing authority for flood insurance by 
$2 billion, which went a long way in 
helping the Department’s flood insur-
ance response. 

Since that time, FEMA estimates 
that it will need a total of $25 billion in 
borrowing authority to cover claims. 
These claims from homes and busi-
nesses that have been damaged or de-
stroyed by Hurricanes Katrina, Rita, 
and Wilma are not a new obligation. 
They are the result of a legal promise 
that we made to those homeowners and 
business owners when the Congress 
passed the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968 and subsequent revisions. 

Every single one of these claims rep-
resents someone who has taken the re-
sponsible course of action by pur-
chasing flood insurance and paying pre-
miums to the government. We not only 
have a legal obligation to honor our 
commitments, but we have a moral ob-
ligation, Mr. Chairman, to provide the 
coverage we promised to provide to 
those citizens. 

Small business owners will be eligi-
ble to purchase business interruption 
coverage at actuarial rates to better 
prepare them to meet payroll and other 
obligations during the next big storm. 
And for the first time since 1944, the 
bill updates maximum insurance cov-
erage limits for residential and non-
residential properties. 

Our subcommittee in the Financial 
Services Committee, under the leader-
ship of Chairman MIKE OXLEY, Mr. 
BAKER, Mr. FRANK, Congresswoman 
MAXINE WATERS and others, has spent 
considerable time on flood insurance 
reform in the past several years. In 
2004, the Bunning, Bereuter, 
Blumenauer Flood Insurance Reform 
Act addressed and strengthened the op-
erations. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important piece of legislation. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I now yield 3 minutes to one 
of our colleagues who has been dealing 
very directly with the negative con-
sequences of the hurricanes and the 
damage that has been done, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. DAVIS). 

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

The National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram is critical to our country, par-
ticularly those of us that live in the 
coastal States. It is even more critical 
now because, as we have learned in 
Florida and in Mississippi and many 
States, we have entered a cycle of his-
toric proportions in terms of hurricane 
and hurricane damage. 

The reason I rise is to speak in sup-
port of the Taylor amendment, which 
will be offered by Congressman TAYLOR 
of Mississippi, that calls for a study by 
the Inspector General of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security into what I 
think is a growing crisis not just in 
Mississippi but now in Florida. 

In Florida, the insurance industry re-
cently succeeded in a session of the 
legislature in passing a law that re-
peals a 100-year-old law called the 
‘‘value policy law.’’ This loophole that 
has been created in Florida is resulting 
in hundreds, and I fear soon thousands, 
of Floridians sitting back and waiting 
to get paid by their insurance company 
and watching the flood insurer blame 
the wind insurer, and the wind insurer 
blame the flood insurer. 

It is even worse in Mississippi, where 
one of our colleagues, Congressman 
TAYLOR, who is offering this amend-
ment, is being forced, while serving as 
a Member of Congress, to sue his own 
insurance company. The same is true 
down at the other end of the Capitol, 
with Senator TRENT LOTT and at least 
one Federal judge. 

This law in Mississippi, now the law 
in Florida, could become a law 
throughout the country; and we need 
to study this because I think the im-
pact on the consumer will be dev-
astating. 

If you fly over Florida, which you 
and many of your constituents will do, 
now that it is summer vacation, you 

will still see thousands of blue tarps 
from a year ago from the last hurri-
canes. Every time you see one of those 
tarps, it represents a Floridian, a fam-
ily who either cannot live in their 
home or is suffering water damage 
every time it rains. And it rains in 
Florida in the summertime. 

This is not a Federal issue, at least 
yet; but it is a very important State 
issue to our constituents. The least we 
can do as a Congress is to support Con-
gressman TAYLOR’s very simple amend-
ment to have this study done about the 
impact to the consumer of this loop-
hole that has been created in Mis-
sissippi and now in Florida and perhaps 
other States. We need to be there to 
protect our constituents in a time of 
storm. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. BAKER). 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the chairman 
for yielding time and for his continuing 
diligence and hard work on this impor-
tant matter to all the people of this 
country, but particularly those of us in 
Louisiana. 

I certainly want to express my appre-
ciation to Mr. FRANK and to colleagues 
on his side who have also worked hand 
in hand with us to try to come to ac-
commodation on this difficult issue. 

The flood insurance program is one 
that has been roundly criticized, and 
appropriately so in some instances. 
The repetitive loss problem that was 
addressed several years ago by this 
Congress was one of embarrassment for 
those who are responsible and felt that 
the program had been abused. But 
those chapters are now closed. 

The problem that faces us today is 
one of a different nature, and that is 
people entered into contractual obliga-
tions to protect their property, and 
storms beyond anyone’s comprehension 
have now caused individuals to make 
claim on those policies, leaving the 
program today at a $20 billion bor-
rowing level, a record high, and as pre-
viously noted, a requirement to go to 
$25 billion if the agency is to meet all 
of its contractual obligations. 

But I believe one point needs to be 
made clear in the hearing record on 
this matter, and the flood insurance 
program is unique. It is a program that 
collects premiums and from premiums 
collected makes payments to claim-
ants. It is the only disaster response 
program in the United States which 
has a stream of income from which 
people who suffer loss may be reim-
bursed. 

Through 2004, the fund balance on 
hand after paying out $15 billion in 
claims within the flood insurance pro-
gram was a positive balance of $1.8 bil-
lion. This is the only mechanism I 
know of when FEMA writes a check as 
the result of a declaration of a Presi-
dential disaster where the taxpayers 
see their money come back. So I find it 
problematic when this program is criti-
cized, because in all other cases where 
there is a disaster response, taxpayer 
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money is spent without any recourse of 
recovery. 

In this case, we need to address the 
problems before us. The bill increases 
the borrowing authority to $25 billion, 
and also, from a financially soundness 
perspective, increases the amount of 
money to flow back into the program 
with increases in premium. 

The most important sector where 
these increases occur is in the nonpri-
mary residence structures, meaning 
businesses and vacation homes. Pre-
miums will increase, or may increase, 
up to a maximum of 30 percent per 
year. This is estimated to get the pro-
gram in sound financial condition over 
the next 3 to 4 years, of course barring 
what we hope will not happen, and that 
is another cataclysmic Katrina-Rita 
combination. 

I do believe this program serves an 
essential service in the function of our 
economy. Pointing to the area still 
decimated by Katrina, we need to get 
people back into their homes. They 
need to have the knowledge they have 
flood insurance coverage, because there 
are important economic activities that 
must occur in that region of the State 
in order to provide the United States 
with a free flow of energy and to have 
access to our ports through which agri-
cultural products are exported. 

I certainly hope the House will adopt 
a great bipartisan product. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I am now pleased to yield 6 
minutes to one of the Members who has 
really taken the lead in improving this 
program, the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy in 
permitting me to speak on this, and for 
his leadership, along with the chair-
man, Mr. OXLEY, and my friend, Mr. 
BAKER. This is truly important bipar-
tisan legislation to address the flood 
insurance program’s challenges both in 
the short term and the long term. 

I strongly support this legislation 
and appreciate the willingness of the 
committee staff to work with people 
outside the committee to be a part of 
the process. Those of us here on the 
floor have known for a long time that 
the flood insurance program, while an 
invaluable asset to communities in the 
floodplain, is not functioning as origi-
nally designed. Hurricane Katrina 
taught us we cannot just let the status 
quo continue, or the flood insurance 
program will cease to function. It will 
be in bankruptcy or people will lose 
their tolerance for Federal bailouts. 

This bill is an excellent start, but 
you can be guaranteed that it is not 
the last time we will be talking about 
these changes on the floor. There are 
differing views about what needs to be 
done. Some have recommended making 
the program actuarially sound, and I 
agree with those measures. But one 
thing we have learned from Mr. BAKER 
and from Mr. TAYLOR is that we have 
to be sensitive to the people who live in 
flood-prone areas. They are not just 

statistics of repetitive flooding, and 
they are rarely homeowners who are 
gaming the system. These are people 
caught up in the cycle of flooding and 
rebuilding who want to take steps to 
reduce their vulnerability. 

In 2004, we did pass a bill to provide 
mitigation assistance to severe repet-
itive-loss property owners. We found 
that these repetitively flooded prop-
erties, which constitute just 1 percent 
of all the properties in the program, ac-
counted for 25 percent of the flood loss 
dollars. Addressing these properties, we 
wanted to help move people out of 
harm’s way, either literally, by buying 
them out, or helping them take mitiga-
tion actions, such as elevation. 

Unfortunately, the repetitive-loss 
pilot project in the 2004 bill had not 
been fully implemented and we were 
not able to see the positive impacts be-
fore Hurricane Katrina. That is why I 
am glad the bill before us extends the 
pilot program so that it will have a 
chance to work. It also goes further to 
strengthen the flood insurance pro-
gram and make it more fiscally sound 
over the next 50 years. 

Some have argued that all properties 
owners who enjoy artificially low flood 
insurance rates should be required to 
pay actuarial rates. This would in-
crease the premium enough to make 
the program more actuarially sound, 
saving $1.3 billion. But while I agree 
the program should move closer to 
risk-based rates, the response of policy-
holders to the loss of the subsidy is un-
clear. 

The CBO estimates that some would 
reduce their amount of coverage or 
drop flood insurance all together. Many 
of these subsidized properties are sec-
ond homes or vacation homes, and the 
legislation addresses these and I think 
is a good compromise. Phasing in risk- 
based rates for second homes will also 
ensure that families in New Orleans 
and Mississippi and other flood-prone 
areas that rely on flood insurance 
won’t be forced to pay artificially high 
rates to subsidize somebody’s second 
home or vacation home. 

b 1400 
The bill also helps encourage partici-

pation in the program. Many people 
living in the floodplains do not have 
flood insurance now. Less than 40 per-
cent of the property owners who are re-
quired to buy insurance actually do so. 

In parts of Mississippi and Alabama, 
hit hardest by Katrina, the coverage 
rate was only 15 percent. That means 
that people did not have access to in-
surance payouts to make them whole, 
and they are relying on grants and 
loans from the disaster relief programs 
that are paid by the taxpayer. 

The challenge is figuring out how to 
make sure that more people who are 
supposed to have flood insurance do so, 
and this bill helps the situation by in-
creasing the penalties levied for non-
enforcement of Federal mandatory pur-
chase requirements. 

It also includes an important study 
on how to better enforce mandatory 
flood insurance. 

The bill also addresses the inaccu-
racy and inadequacy of flood insurance 
maps. We are going to talk a little 
about this later in the day. 

Current flood insurance is required 
only where there is a 1 percent chance 
of a flood on an annual basis and not in 
other low-lying areas where surges are 
likely to follow major storms. Many of 
the people who flooded in Katrina did 
not technically live in the floodplain. 
They were out of this 100-year cycle, or 
they lived behind levees and did not re-
alize they should have flood insurance. 

These updated maps are important, 
because FEMA uses them to issue flood 
elevation requirements. Communities 
want to have the confidence that their 
residents are paying the right amount 
for flood insurance, and we should be 
loathe to tinker with that. 

In addition to directing FEMA to de-
velop more sophisticated maps, this 
legislation authorizes FEMA to study 
the implications of requiring flood in-
surance behind the levees. This is a 
very important part of the bill. I don’t 
think it has been given the proper at-
tention by more of us in Congress. I 
hope that we will move towards requir-
ing flood insurance for those situa-
tions. 

The saying goes, there are only two 
kinds of levees, those that fail and 
those that will fail. But this study 
moves us in the right direction. 

While this bill, I think, sets the 
stage, for moving us in the right direc-
tion, simple, common-sense steps 
strengthen the program and bring to-
gether a vast, diverse range of people, 
from environmentalists to fiscal con-
servatives, people in real estate, and 
most important, most important, peo-
ple whose lives we saw torn apart liv-
ing in flood-prone areas. 

I deeply appreciate the work of this 
committee and our colleagues in mak-
ing important steps that are going to 
make a difference for people for gen-
erations to come. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
31⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Pennsylvania (Ms. HART). 

Ms. HART. Mr. Chairman, I espe-
cially want to thank Chairman OXLEY, 
Ranking Member FRANK, sub-
committee Chairman BOB NEY and 
Ranking Member Ms. WATERS for ad-
dressing this issue. It is one that I 
know many of our colleagues have 
dealt with with their constituents due 
to flash flooding, which occurs all over 
the United States, not just in coastal 
areas. 

I rise in support of this bill because it 
will help many of those people who, un-
fortunately, on top of the suffering 
that they faced as a result of the flood-
ing, also faced more suffering because 
they didn’t get what they needed as a 
result of, I think, poor administration 
of the National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram. 

The story is all too common across 
the country. Young couple saves 
money, buys their dream home, finds 
that it is in a flood-prone zone, so they 
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buy Federal flood insurance, thinking 
things will be okay. In fact, even their 
paperwork makes it look like they will 
be completely covered. 

But in September, 2004, in my dis-
trict, remnants of the Hurricanes 
Frances and Ivan came through my dis-
trict in Pennsylvania; and I worked 
with many families throughout my re-
gion who had lost their homes. 

My staff and I spent a significant 
amount of time with them and learned 
of all of the deficiencies involved in the 
National Flood Insurance Program. We 
learned that these incidents were as a 
result of poor administration of some 
rules that needed to be carried out that 
had been put in place in 2004. We raised 
these concerns with Chairman OXLEY 
and Chairman NEY, and they offered 
graciously to hold a hearing on this 
issue. 

One of my constituents, Beth Beam, 
was given the opportunity, along with 
other victims of flooding throughout 
the eastern seaboard, in fact, to high-
light the problems they had experi-
enced with the NFIP. It became clear 
from this hearing that we needed seri-
ous reform. 

Many of my constituents learned too 
late that they were listed in the wrong 
flood zones or the maps were outdated 
and they really were not listed as being 
eligible or that they had problems re-
ceiving adequate compensation for 
their actual losses. 

Most frustrating was the lack of sup-
port and information that they re-
ceived when they raised their concerns. 
The lack of true appeals process within 
the NFIP meant that many individuals 
had no recourse when they believed the 
system was not meeting their needs 
and the agreement that they had made 
on their policies. 

This bill is a great solution to ensure 
these types of problems don’t happen 
again. 

First, it directs FEMA to develop 
more sophisticated and updated maps 
so that we will update the standards 
and people will know if they are actu-
ally in a flood zone. 

Second, the bill reinforces the need 
for FEMA under the legislation that 
Congress passed a couple of years ago 
to create this appeals process that will 
help people have the opportunity to 
have their concerns addressed. 

It will also require adequate training 
for the insurance agents who sell this 
federally subsidized flood insurance. 
That issue is so important as people 
will need help getting through the 
process when they have lost so much. 

Finally, the bill provides optional 
coverage for living expenses, business 
interruption insurance, basement re-
pair costs and replacement of contents, 
things that obviously people who face 
these losses need so much. 

Following the floods in my district, 
people were surprised to learn how 
much of their property was not cov-
ered. People were very surprised and 
disappointed to learn how much of 
their property was not covered, al-

though their policy showed that it 
might be. 

This legislation will ensure that they 
are able to receive compensation for 
the damages they actually experience, 
which is in line with what they have 
bought insurance to cover. 

Again, I want to thank the chairman 
and the committee for listening to 
these concerns. The NFIP is supposed 
to fill the gaps for those who lose their 
homes and properties. Unfortunately, 
the inadequacies have caused so much 
harm in the past and made people’s 
lives even worse. Programs like NFIP 
are supposed to be a safety net, and I 
believe this bill will help us fix it and 
make it the safety net that people ex-
pect. 

The NFIP has been directed to make 
these changes. I urge Congress and my 
colleagues to support this legislation 
so that we can carefully oversee this 
process and ensure our constituents 
will not face these problems again. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. WA-
TERS), who is the ranking member of 
the subcommittee and who has been 
compiling a very productive record in 
the work of that subcommittee. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman and 
Members, I would like to thank both 
the chairman and Mr. FRANK, to make 
sure that we would work together to 
increase the coverage and raise the 
limit for flood insurance. It has not 
been increased for over 20 years. 

I had the opportunity to be in the 
gulf coast region with my colleagues 
and to hear the stories of the people 
who had been devastated by Katrina. 
Not only did we find that there were 
residents who had been given mort-
gages and the banks and financial in-
stitutions had not required flood insur-
ance but then this bickering with the 
insurance companies who were dis-
puting damage. They said, no, it was 
not flood damage, it was wind damage, 
and vice versa. 

I think this bill will go a long way 
toward dealing with some of the issues 
that we learned about. 

Certainly, we want to make sure that 
the insurance companies are doing 
what they are supposed to do. My col-
league from Mississippi, who will have 
an amendment, Mr. TAYLOR, on this 
floor today, I certainly support. I was 
there with him, and I saw the devasta-
tion and the destruction. We heard the 
complaints about the insurance compa-
nies. 

Let me just say, in addition to rais-
ing the limit, this will go a little bit 
further, and it will deal with business 
interruption. It will help to meet the 
needs of those who are confronted and 
faced with this kind of devastation for 
the future. 

Again, I would like to thank not only 
Mr. BAKER and Mr. FRANK but Mr. 
OXLEY and Mr. TAYLOR for the work 
that he is doing. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, at this time, I would yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE), another rep-
resentative who has great concerns, be-
cause of the area that she represents, 
with the fair worth of the program. 

But, before we do, I would note that 
this bill is being supported by the Na-
tional Taxpayers Union, Citizens 
Against Government Waste and Tax-
payers for Common Sense. As I said, 
this is an unusual case, I think, where 
both environmental groups and groups 
primarily concerned with reducing gov-
ernment spending have come together 
in support of a piece of legislation. 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
his distinguished leadership on this 
issue, along with Mr. OXLEY, as well as 
the ranking subcommittee member, 
Mrs. WATERS, and the leadership of Mr. 
NEY. 

Let me also acknowledge the leader-
ship of Mr. BAKER, who I assume has 
walked the walk in our region, in our 
gulf coast region. 

I, too, have walked those streets and 
seen the impact that the devastation of 
Katrina has caused, and likewise in the 
City of Houston, not only the, if you 
will, Katrina survivors but also those 
who experienced the flooding of Rita. 

In addition, I walked along the path-
ways and saw the devastation in Mr. 
TAYLOR’s district, and again thank him 
for his leadership, along with many, 
many Members who have addressed 
this question. 

Mr. FRANK, I hold in my hand a book 
that says, From Poverty to Oppor-
tunity: A Covenant for a New America, 
which talks about overcoming poverty. 
I say that, and I support certainly this 
document, but I raise that with respect 
to H.R. 4973, because it helps those who 
have done everything right in America. 
They pay their taxes, and they have 
worked and invested in the American 
dream, and that is their home, to be 
able to find relief. 

This bill provides an extra $25 billion 
to cover the Katrina-related claims, 
but it is also an overhaul, an important 
overhaul of the flood insurance pro-
gram, because it allows the National 
Flood Insurance Program to offer actu-
arially priced business interruption. 
How many of those who came through 
these recent storms lost their homes 
and their businesses? 

In fact, I was just with the FEMA di-
rector in Houston on Friday. In the 
room were two elderly persons who 
stood up and said, we have flood insur-
ance, but nobody did anything. We 
didn’t get anything. We lost every-
thing. So there is a fracture in the sys-
tem. 

I hope that this will be able to, one, 
provide, if you will, an embellishment 
of this program but also be able to give 
people help for the losses that they ex-
perience. 
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I want to say very much thanks for 

the phase-out subsidy of vacation 
homes. That is the right way to do it. 
We know that sounds bad to some indi-
viduals. We thank them for having va-
cation homes, second homes, but we 
certainly don’t want to strike it out 
immediately. Give them an oppor-
tunity to get coverage; and we recog-
nize they, too, need coverage. But we 
understand the economies of scale. 
This is a reasonable and respectable ap-
proach to take. 

Let me also say that we are also de-
lighted that you are dealing with flood 
maps. Mr. ETHERIDGE and myself on 
the Science Committee did work on in-
land flooding. Hurricane Allison, what 
we call Storm Allison in Houston was 
what we call inland flooding. We lost 
billions of dollars in the medical center 
because it wasn’t called a hurricane, 
but the flooding destroyed so much. 

We appreciate the fact that this will 
update flood maps, maintain an inven-
tory of levees in the United States and 
move more quickly to update flood ele-
vation standards and flood maps in the 
areas affected by last year’s hurricane. 
Most importantly, this is a model of 
what we can do to ensure that home-
owners and taxpayers and hard-work-
ing Americans certainly are not 
thrown into poverty. Certainly we hope 
that we will move others out of pov-
erty. 

I would ask my colleagues to support 
this legislation. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. SHAW). 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I, along 
with my colleague Ms. GINNY BROWN- 
WAITE, have introduced the Home-
owners Insurance Protection Act. The 
bill provides financial protection to all 
Americans that live in natural catas-
trophe-prone areas through a three- 
layered approach. Our goal is to keep 
homeowners’ insurance premiums at 
affordable rates. This program would 
assure that when a big one hits, the re-
sponsibility for insured losses is with 
insurance companies and not with the 
bailouts from the Federal Government, 
such as FEMA. 

First, this bill would create the Fed-
eral Catastrophe Fund, to be known as 
the Hurricane and Earthquake Loss 
Protection Fund, or the HELP Fund. 

Second, each State that chooses to 
participate in this voluntary program 
must establish a State Catastrophe 
Fund, which we call the CAT Fund, 
similar to that which we have in Flor-
ida. 

Third, the State CAT fund then pur-
chases reinsurance from the Federal 
HELP fund. The HELP fund is thus fi-
nanced directly by insurance premiums 
and not by taxpayer dollars. 

We live in a diverse nation facing di-
verse natural catastrophes. This bill 
encourages States to take responsi-
bility for their residents and gives the 
States the discretion of insuring for 
their own catastrophic needs. 

I yield to the chairman. 

Mr. OXLEY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I understand that this is an issue in 
many States around the country but 
especially in those States hit by hurri-
canes in the last 2 years. I would wel-
come the opportunity to explore this 
issue further with the gentleman and 
my good friend from Florida, as well as 
the gentlewoman from Florida. 

Mr. SHAW. I thank the chairman for 
his comments. 

I would just add, in closing, that we 
are facing a tremendous catastrophe in 
Florida, the economy. The gentleman 
from Pensacola can verify this. 
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Insurance is almost unaffordable. We 
need a secondary insurance that would 
back this up, that would spread the 
risk further than just throughout one 
State. This isn’t just Florida. This is 
all the gulf coast. The gentleman from 
Louisiana seated behind me will cer-
tainly verify that. 

So it is a good bill. It prepares for the 
future and it does it in a very conserv-
ative and practical way. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I now yield to one of the 
Members who has really been in the 
forefront of trying to improve our na-
tional response to this crisis because of 
his own firsthand experience and the 
leadership he has had to show in the re-
gion that he represents and trying to 
deal with the otherwise inadequate 
Federal Government response to 
Katrina. 

I yield as much time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR). 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts, the gen-
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. Chairman, not everything our 
Nation does is wrong. And one of the 
things our Nation does that the private 
sector wouldn’t do or chose not to do 
was insure people against flooding. And 
that is a very good program. 

When you consider that the pre-
dictions are that within the next 50 
years 80 percent of all Americans will 
live within 50 miles of a coast line, 
then protection from flood insurance, 
protection from hurricanes is very im-
portant. 

In southern Mississippi I have had 
very, very few complaints about the 
Federal flood insurance program. I 
have had tens of thousands of com-
plaints about how people were treated 
by the wind coverage. So I want to 
commend the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts and the gentleman from Ohio 
for raising the amounts that people can 
buy coverage for. 

Most of southern Mississippi had 
older homes. People had lived in them 
for decades. And now they, and I, are 
going through simultaneous sticker 
shock. Houses that you may have 
bought 20, 30 years ago for $50,000, you 
have now got to replace for a heck of a 
lot more than that. So by raising the 

amount that people can cover them-
selves from $250,000 to $335,000 is a huge 
improvement. Also, raising the con-
tents up to $135,000 again is a huge im-
provement. I think as people put a pad 
to their contents after they woke up 
the next morning and discovered that 
they were gone, I think everyone was 
surprised that they owned more than 
they thought they did and they lost 
more than they thought they did. So 
again this is a move in the right direc-
tion. 

I want to commend the committee 
for putting in the money for the new 
flood maps. Water in Bay St. Louis got 
to be 26 feet above sea level in some 
places. That was unprecedented since 
the Europeans landed over 300 years 
ago. And the Navy Oceanographic Lab 
tells us we are in for 10 years of this. 
So, again, since this is a public entity 
funded with taxpayer dollars, I think it 
is very important, whether it is Pensa-
cola, Florida, or Gulf Shores, Alabama. 
Anywhere in coastal America I think it 
is important that we know the propen-
sity to flood, take adequate steps to 
minimize losses in future hurricanes. 

I would also like to commend the 
committee for working with me on try-
ing to address the Katrina fraud. Citi-
zens of this country are noticeably 
upset that some of the generous money 
given to them, either as taxpayers or 
through groups like the Red Cross, was 
abused, that people milked the system, 
in some instances, to do things like a 
sex-change operation. 

I happen to think the biggest fraud of 
all, though, Mr. Chairman, came from 
the insurance industry. And I will walk 
you through this. Under the National 
Flood Insurance Plan, we count on the 
private sector not only to sell the in-
surance policy; we count on the private 
sector to adjudicate the claim. 

Now, wind damage is paid for by a 
private company. Flood damage is paid 
for by the Nation through the National 
Flood Insurance Plan. 

So imagine yourself, a 25-year-old in-
surance adjuster. You have visions of 
being a company man or getting that 
next promotion. You may even own 
stock in your company. You are sent 
out to adjudicate a claim on a house 
that is no longer there, knowing that if 
you said the wind did it, it is coming 
out of your company’s pocketbook. If 
you say the water did it, it is coming 
out of the taxpayers’ pocketbook. 

The FBI says that fraud is a crime of 
opportunity. And I think under this 
system, we have given the insurance 
industry the opportunity to stick the 
bill to the taxpayers every time there 
was any question. And I think they did. 

Is it a coincidence that the insurance 
industry reported $44 billion in profits 
last year, in the same year that the 
National Flood Insurance Program lost 
$25 billion? Are they that much better 
at what they do? I don’t think so. 

I think they took claims that legiti-
mately should have been paid by the 
wind policies and stuck it to the tax-
payer to the tune of millions, if not bil-
lions, of dollars. And I am going to 
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offer an amendment in a little while to 
ask for an Inspector General’s report to 
see if that is true. And if it is true, 
then we need to come back and change 
the system so that we don’t just count 
on an insurance adjuster blindly send-
ing the bill to the government and the 
government paying it every time. 

Think about it. If the Members in 
this room want to be reimbursed for 
their trip to the airport, they have got 
to turn in a taxi receipt for 15 or 20 
bucks. But in the case of the National 
Flood Insurance Program, Allstate, 
State Farm, Nationwide, fill in the 
blank, can bill the government for hun-
dreds of billions of dollars, and we pay 
that claim without even bothering to 
look into this. That is wrong. It is a 
system ripe for abuse. And I am con-
vinced it has been abused. 

Last, and several other speakers have 
touched on this, we need to rethink the 
whole flood insurance program. Wheth-
er you are from Florida, Georgia, Ala-
bama, Mississippi, any coastal State, 
we don’t need people who have invested 
their life savings in their houses get-
ting abused by their insurance com-
pany. And let me tell you, it is hap-
pening every day. 

Senator TRENT LOTT, one of the most 
powerful men in the Senate, feels like 
the only way he is going to get justice 
out of his insurer is to sue them. 

Federal Judge Lou Guirola had to 
drop hearing cases, like Senator LOTT, 
so that he could sue his insurance com-
pany. 

Now, when U.S. Senators and Federal 
judges feel like the only way they are 
going to get justice is to go to court 
themselves, what is it like for the 
grandmas and grandpas out there? 
What kind of fair shake are they going 
to get? And the answer is they are not 
getting one. 

So if the private sector is not going 
to do it fairly, if they are not going to 
do it right, then maybe we need to ex-
pand the National Flood Insurance 
Program and call it the National Hur-
ricane Insurance Program. Because let 
me tell you what I think is going to 
happen. We spend a lot of money to 
send the hurricane hunters out there 
for the Air Force, a lot of money to tell 
us where these storms are going to hit 
and when. We have satellites up in 
space to tell us about these storms. 
Why do we do that? So that people will 
get the heck out of there before a 
storm hits. 

Based on what has happened, based 
on the tens of thousands of southern 
Mississippians who have been denied 
legitimate claims for their wind cov-
erage, I am convinced in the next hur-
ricane people are going to die need-
lessly because they stay behind in their 
home with a camcorder so they can 
prove to the insurance adjuster wheth-
er it is wind or water. That is wrong. It 
is completely contrary to why we fund 
the hurricane hunters; it is completely 
contrary to why we put those satellites 
in space. A person should not have to 
die on his property to get justice from 

his insurance company. And although 
there is no Federal regulation of the 
insurance industry, maybe the abuses 
that took place after Katrina will 
cause some of my colleagues to rethink 
this. 

So, again, the bill takes some very 
important steps on allowing people to 
purchase more flood insurance, to pur-
chase more contents insurance. It is 
taking the right step on getting the 
flood maps much more accurate, not so 
much for the guys who have lived there 
for 20 or 30 years, but for all the new 
folks who are moving to the coast who 
need to know if their property has a 
propensity to flood. 

So I am grateful for what has been 
done. I have offered some observations 
of what needs to be done. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GARY G. MILLER). 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise to support H.R. 
4973, the Flood Insurance Reform and 
Modernization Act, before us today. 

The National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram is a valuable tool in addressing 
the losses incurred throughout this 
country due to floods. It assures that 
businesses and families have access to 
affordable flood insurance that would 
not be available on the open market. 

Prior to the passage of the National 
Flood Insurance Act in 1968, insurance 
companies generally did not offer cov-
erage for flood disaster because of the 
high risk involved. Today more than 
20,000 communities participate in the 
National Flood Insurance Program. 
More than 90 insurance companies sell 
and service flood service insurance. 
There are more than four million poli-
cies covering the total of $800 billion. 

The National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram provides Federal flood insurance 
for properties located in flood-prone 
areas where the community has volun-
tarily agreed to institute floodplain 
management and land use control 
measures that minimize the risk of 
flooding and mitigate potential flood 
damage. The program is intended to 
provide a more cost-efficient alter-
native to costly Federal disaster assist-
ance by encouraging communities to 
take preventive measures to reduce 
flood losses and providing affordable 
flood insurance that would not other-
wise be commercially available. 

Last year’s hurricane season resulted 
in significant strains on the NFIP. The 
claims resulting from the losses from 
these catastrophic hurricanes is un-
precedented in the history of the pro-
gram. 

Since the NFIP’s inception in 1968, 
the program paid out $15 billion in 
claims. In contrast, claims for Hurri-
canes Katrina and Rita alone are ex-
pected to exceed $25 billion. This far 
surpasses claims paid by the entire his-
tory of the NFIP. 

In the past, when losses exceeded pre-
miums, the NFIP had been allowed to 
borrow from the U.S. Treasury to 
repay claims. Such loans have tradi-

tionally been paid back rather quickly 
with interest. 

The bill before us today increases the 
amount that FEMA may borrow from 
the U.S. Treasury to $25 billion to 
cover the expenses incurred by the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program, NFIP, 
during the last year’s hurricane season. 

As CBO has stated, the funds bor-
rowed from Treasury so far exceed the 
program’s income from premiums and 
fees they will likely never be repaid. As 
such, this bill proposes a number of re-
forms to the program to ensure that it 
is actuarially sound in the future. 

When we debated this in committee, 
some individuals made proposals; and 
for the best of reasons, they said we 
should look at a 100-year traditional 
floodplain, and anybody within a 100- 
year traditional floodplain should be 
required to pay for insurance. 

The problem that many of us have 
who represent districts who have miti-
gated 100-year floodplains is that all of 
our people who are not at risk would be 
required to basically boost the program 
by increased premiums by them par-
ticipating in it also. 

And when Federal dollars, State, and 
local have been spent to mitigate 100- 
year floodplains, many of us thought 
that that was unreasonable. In fact, 
the 100-year floodplain would have im-
pacted a large portion of L.A. County 
that I represent. Anything near the 
L.A. River would have been included, 
and most of Orange County would also 
because the Prado Dam mitigates that. 

There was another proposal made 
with the best of heart and the best of 
concern for the people of this country. 
That said, let’s look at a historical 500- 
year floodplain. The problem we had 
with that is there is no evidence avail-
able and then there is no information 
available either that we can dictate 
and determine how much a 500-year 
floodplain might be. 

If we had taken a 500-year historical 
floodplain, it would have included all 
of L.A., most of L.A. County, and most 
of Orange County and any other city in 
this country that is next to a river or 
near the coast. 

I offered an amendment and it was 
supported by the committee that said 
let’s do a GAO study to determine if we 
need to expand the program, how it 
should be done, how it should be imple-
mented. I think it is a reasonable ap-
proach, rather than us just making a 
knee-jerk reaction to a severe problem. 
And it is a problem we have to address. 
I am not saying we don’t. But to tax 
people who are not impacted or not at 
risk of flood to boost the program, I 
think, is unreasonable. It would have 
impacted many of our districts that 
don’t live in areas of high risk. And I 
do understand the need that we need to 
protect those who are within the pro-
gram. We need to make the program 
actuarially sound. And I am pleased 
with the language in this bill that is 
included here, and it expands the cov-
erage of the program. And I urge my 
colleagues to reject any amendment 
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that would further expand it without 
GAO studies. 

Mrs. MCCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4973 
is necessary but not sufficient. 

It is necessary because the hurricanes and 
flooding in 2004 and 2005 have shown that 
the present flood insurance programs must be 
reformed. 

It is not sufficient because those same hurri-
canes, especially Hurricane Katrina, convinced 
me that flood insurance alone will not protect 
the millions of Americans who now live in 
harm’s way along our Nation’s coasts and riv-
ers. 

I had the privilege of visiting the Gulf Coast 
earlier this year. I saw the devastating impact 
of wind and water on homes, on businesses, 
and on lives. I also heard the horror stories 
from people who were told that the damage to 
their lives was caused by water and not wind. 
In these cases, neither flood insurance nor 
homeowner’s insurance protected them. Oth-
ers indicated that officials told them they didn’t 
need flood insurance because they were not 
in a danger zone. 

It is time for Congress to go beyond the tra-
ditional approach of distinguishing between 
flood and wind damage. We have to develop 
a comprehensive natural disaster program that 
will protect homes from hurricanes, earth-
quakes, volcanoes, and other natural disasters 
that one day will affect 49 of our 50 states. 

Insurance companies know that a disaster 
can occur. Some companies already are re-
fusing to insure homes on Long Island and in 
other communities where a ‘‘big one’’ is over-
due. The hurricane of 1938—the so-called 
Long Island Express—killed 600 to 700 peo-
ple, destroyed 75,000 buildings and caused 
$300 million in damage. At that time, Long Is-
land was the home to 600,000 people. Today, 
2.8 million live there. A category 4 hurricane 
could cause $100 billion in insured damage 
alone. 

Earlier this year, the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. ISRAEL) and I asked the Financial 
Services Committee to conduct hearings as 
soon as possible on the disaster insurance 
bills before the Committee. Our letter stated 
that ‘‘We believe that Congress needs to pass 
a strong reinsurance program. Natural disas-
ters can occur in any region at any time. Since 
the insurance industry appears unable or un-
willing to provide protection for our constitu-
ents, then it is time for Congress to act swiftly 
and positively.’’ 

The initial response indicated that we should 
wait until after the GAO completes its study of 
natural disaster insurance needs later this 
year. Fortunately, the real facts of Katrina, a 
number of extensive newspaper investigations, 
and the airing of several ‘‘what if’ programs on 
cable TV are opening eyes even here. The 
Housing Subcommittee is holding its second 
hearing tomorrow (June 28) on natural dis-
aster insurance needs. This one will focus on 
‘‘The Housing Market and Natural Catas-
trophes.’’ 

I am convinced that this country needs an 
insurance program that will cover all natural 
disaster risks. If properly crafted, this program, 
will reduce the amount of emergency funds 
that Congress will have to provide after the 
next emergency, whether it occurs in the 
Northeast, Midwest, West Coast, Southeast, 
or Gulf Coast regions. 

I want to encourage the administration, all fi-
nancial services companies, state and local of-

ficials, and this body to work together and to 
develop a comprehensive and responsible nat-
ural disaster insurance program. The policy 
should be priced according to the risks of that 
state; it should cover all major natural disas-
ters. It must be mandatory and cover both 
homes and businesses. States need to update 
and enforce building codes and to require miti-
gation both before and after a natural disaster. 
Finally, the federal program would be a 
backup for private reinsurance. These are the 
goals that I will pursue. 

The House should pass HR 4973 today. 
Then, we must turn our attention to the larger 
disaster insurance issue. The American peo-
ple cannot afford to add another $20 billion or 
$50 billion or $100 billion natural disaster relief 
program to the deficit, not when a fiscally 
sound alternative may be within reach. Tomor-
row may be too late. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, we have 
no further speakers. I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill is con-
sidered read for amendment under the 
5-minute rule. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 
H.R. 4973 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND TABLE OF CON-

TENTS. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 

the ‘‘Flood Insurance Reform and Moderniza-
tion Act of 2006’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title and table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Findings and purposes. 
Sec. 3. Study regarding status of pre-FIRM 

properties and mandatory pur-
chase requirement for natural 
100-year floodplain and non- 
Federally related loans. 

Sec. 4. Phase-in of actuarial rates for non-
residential properties and non- 
primary residences. 

Sec. 5. Reduction of waiting period for effec-
tive date of policies. 

Sec. 6. Enforcement. 
Sec. 7. Maximum coverage limits. 
Sec. 8. Coverage for additional living ex-

penses, basement improve-
ments, business interruption, 
and replacement cost of con-
tents. 

Sec. 9. Increase in annual limitation on pre-
mium increases. 

Sec. 10. Increase in borrowing authority. 
Sec. 11. FEMA participation in State dis-

aster claims mediation pro-
grams. 

Sec. 12. FEMA reports on financial status of 
insurance program. 

Sec. 13. Extension of pilot program for miti-
gation of severe repetitive loss 
properties. 

Sec. 14. Notice of availability of flood insur-
ance and escrow in RESPA good 
faith estimate. 

Sec. 15. Reiteration of FEMA responsibil-
ities under 2004 Reform Act. 

Sec. 16. Updating of flood maps and ele-
vation standards. 

Sec. 17. National levee inventory. 
Sec. 18. Clarification of replacement cost 

provisions, forms, and policy 
language. 

Sec. 19. Authorization of additional FEMA 
staff. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 
(1) flooding has been shown to occur in all 

50 States; 
(2) the aggregate amount of the flood in-

surance claims resulting from Hurricane 
Katrina, Hurricane Rita, and other recent 
events has exceeded the aggregate amount of 
all claims previously paid in the history of 
the national flood insurance program, re-
quiring a significant increase in the pro-
gram’s borrowing authority; 

(3) flood insurance policyholders have a le-
gitimate expectation that they will receive 
fair and timely compensation for losses cov-
ered under their policies; 

(4) substantial flooding has occurred, and 
will likely occur again, outside the areas 
designated by the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency as flood hazard areas; 

(5) properties located in low- to moderate- 
risk areas are eligible to purchase flood in-
surance policies with premiums as low as 
$112 a year; 

(6) about 450,000 vacation homes, second 
homes, and commercial properties are sub-
sidized and are not paying actuarially sound 
rates for flood insurance; 

(7) phasing out subsidies currently ex-
tended to vacation homes, second homes, and 
commercial properties would result in esti-
mated average savings to the taxpayers of 
the United States and the national flood in-
surance program of $335,000,000 each year; 

(8) the maximum coverage limits for flood 
insurance policies should be increased to re-
flect inflation and the increased cost of hous-
ing; 

(9) significant reforms to the national flood 
insurance program required in the Bunning- 
Bereuter-Blumenauer Flood Insurance Re-
form Act of 2004 have yet to be implemented; 
and 

(10) in addition to reforms required in the 
Bunning-Bereuter-Blumenauer Flood Insur-
ance Reform Act of 2004, the national flood 
insurance program requires a modernized 
and updated administrative model to ensure 
that the program is solvent and the people of 
the United States have continued access to 
flood insurance. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are— 

(1) to protect the integrity of the national 
flood insurance program by fully funding ex-
isting legal obligations expected by existing 
policyholders who have paid policy pre-
miums in return for flood insurance cov-
erage; 

(2) to increase incentives for homeowners 
and communities to participate in the na-
tional flood insurance program and to im-
prove oversight to ensure full participation 
in the program for owners of properties for 
which such participation is mandatory; and 

(3) to increase awareness of homeowners of 
flood risks and improve the quality of infor-
mation regarding such risks provided to 
homeowners. 
SEC. 3. STUDY REGARDING STATUS OF PRE-FIRM 

PROPERTIES AND MANDATORY PUR-
CHASE REQUIREMENT FOR NAT-
URAL 100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN AND 
NON-FEDERALLY RELATED LOANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General 
shall conduct a study as follows: 

(1) PRE-FIRM PROPERTIES.—The study shall 
determine the status of the the national 
flood insurance program, as of the date of 
the enactment of this Act, with respect to 
the provision of flood insurance coverage for 
pre-FIRM properties (as such term is defined 
in section 578(b) of the National Flood Insur-
ance Reform Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 4014 
note)), which shall include determinations 
of— 
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(A) the number of pre-FIRM properties for 

which coverage is provided and the extent of 
such coverage; 

(B) the cost of providing coverage for such 
pre-FIRM properties to the national flood in-
surance program; 

(C) the anticipated rate at which such pre- 
FIRM properties will cease to be covered 
under the program; and 

(D) the effects that implementation of the 
Bunning-Bereuter-Blumenauer Flood Insur-
ance Reform Act of 2004 will have on the na-
tional flood insurance program generally and 
on coverage of pre-FIRM properties under 
the program. 

(2) MANDATORY PURCHASE REQUIREMENT FOR 
NATURAL 100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN.—The study 
shall assess the impact, effectiveness, and 
feasibility of amending the provisions of the 
Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 regard-
ing the properties that are subject to the 
mandatory flood insurance coverage pur-
chase requirements under such Act to extend 
such requirements to properties located in 
any area that would be designated as an area 
having special flood hazards but for the ex-
istence of a structural flood protection sys-
tem, and shall determine— 

(A) the regulatory, financial and economic 
impacts of extending such mandatory pur-
chase requirements on the costs of home-
ownership, the actuarial soundness of the na-
tional flood insurance program, the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, local com-
munities, insurance companies, and local 
land use; 

(B) the effectiveness of extending such 
mandatory purchase requirements in pro-
tecting homeowners from financial loss and 
in protecting the financial soundness of the 
national flood insurance program; and 

(C) any impact on lenders of complying 
with or enforcing such extended mandatory 
requirements. 

(3) MANDATORY PURCHASE REQUIREMENT FOR 
NON-FEDERALLY RELATED LOANS.—The study 
shall assess the impact, effectiveness, and 
feasibility of, and basis under the Constitu-
tion of the United States for, amending the 
provisions of the Flood Disaster Protection 
Act of 1973 regarding the properties that are 
subject to the mandatory flood insurance 
coverage purchase requirements under such 
Act to extend such requirements to any 
property that is located in any area having 
special flood hazards and which secures the 
repayment of a loan that is not described in 
paragraph (1), (2), or (3) of section 102(b) of 
such Act, and shall determine how best to 
administer and enforce such a requirement, 
taking into consideration other insurance 
purchase requirements under Federal and 
State law. 

(b) REPORT.—The Comptroller General 
shall submit a report to the Congress regard-
ing the results and conclusions of the study 
under this subsection not later than the ex-
piration of the 6-month period beginning on 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 4. PHASE-IN OF ACTUARIAL RATES FOR 

NONRESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES AND 
NON-PRIMARY RESIDENCES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1308(c) of the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4015(c)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-
graph (4); and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing new paragraphs: 

‘‘(2) NONRESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES.—Any 
nonresidential property. 

‘‘(3) NON-PRIMARY RESIDENCES.—Any resi-
dential property that is not the primary resi-
dence of an individual.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—Section 1308 
of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 4015) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking ‘‘Subject only to the limitations 
provided under paragraphs (1) and (2), the’’ 
and inserting ‘‘The’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘, except’’ 
and all that follows through ‘‘subsection 
(e)’’; and 

(2) in subsection (e), by striking ‘‘para-
graph (2) or (3)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph 
(4)’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE AND TRANSITION.— 
(1) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by subsections (a) and (b) shall apply 
beginning on the publication by the Director 
of the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency of the certification under section 
16(b)(2), except as provided in paragraph (2) 
of this subsection. 

(2) TRANSITION.—In the case of any prop-
erty described in paragraph (2) or (3) of sec-
tion 1308(c) of the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968, as amended by subsection (a) of 
this section, that, on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, is covered under a policy 
for flood insurance made available under the 
national flood insurance program for which 
the chargeable premium rates are less than 
the applicable estimated risk premium rate 
under section 1307(a)(1) for the area in which 
the property is located, the Director of the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
shall increase the chargeable premium rates 
for such property over time to such applica-
ble estimated risk premium rate under sec-
tion 1307(a)(1). Such increase shall be made 
by increasing the chargeable premium rates 
for the property (after application of any in-
crease in the premium rates otherwise appli-
cable to such property) by 15 percent (or 
such lesser amount as may be necessary so 
that the chargeable rate does not exceed 
such applicable estimated risk premium 
rate) once during the 12-month period that 
begins upon the date of the enactment of 
this Act and once every 12 months thereafter 
until such increase is accomplished. The pro-
visions of paragraphs (2) and (3) of such sec-
tion 1308(c) shall apply to such a property 
upon the accomplishment of such increase 
and thereafter. 

SEC. 5. REDUCTION OF WAITING PERIOD FOR EF-
FECTIVE DATE OF POLICIES. 

Section 1306(c)(1) is amended by striking 
‘‘30-day’’ and inserting ‘‘15-day’’. 

SEC. 6. ENFORCEMENT. 

Section 102(f) of the Flood Disaster Protec-
tion Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a(f)) is amend-
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (5)— 
(A) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘$350’’ 

and inserting ‘‘$2,000’’; and 
(B) in the last sentence, by striking 

‘‘$100,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$1,000,000’’; and 
(2) in paragraph (6), by adding after the pe-

riod at the end the following: ‘‘No penalty 
may be imposed under this subsection on a 
regulated lending institution or enterprise 
that has made a good faith effort to comply 
with the requirements of the provisions re-
ferred to in paragraph (2) or for any non-ma-
terial violation of such requirements.’’. 

SEC. 7. MAXIMUM COVERAGE LIMITS. 

Subsection (b) of section 1306 of the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4013(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘$250,000’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$335,000’’; 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘$100,000’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$135,000’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘$500,000’’ 
each place such term appears and inserting 
‘‘$670,000’’. 

SEC. 8. COVERAGE FOR ADDITIONAL LIVING EX-
PENSES, BASEMENT IMPROVE-
MENTS, BUSINESS INTERRUPTION, 
AND REPLACEMENT COST OF CON-
TENTS. 

Subsection (b) of section 1306 of the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4013) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (5)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘pursuant to paragraph 

(2), (3), or (4)’’ after ‘‘any flood insurance 
coverage’’; and 

(B) by striking the period at the end and 
inserting a semicolon; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

‘‘(6) in the case of any residential property, 
each renewal or new contract for flood insur-
ance coverage shall provide not less than 
$1,000 aggregate liability per dwelling unit 
for any necessary increases in living ex-
penses incurred by the insured when losses 
from a flood make the residence unfit to live 
in, which coverage shall be available only at 
chargeable rates that are not less than the 
estimated premium rates for such coverage 
determined in accordance with section 
1307(a)(1); 

‘‘(7) in the case of any residential property, 
optional coverage for additional living ex-
penses described in paragraph (6) shall be 
made available to every insured upon re-
newal and every applicant in excess of the 
limits provided in paragraph (6) in such 
amounts and at such rates as the Director 
shall establish, except that such chargeable 
rates shall not be less than the estimated 
premium rates for such coverage determined 
in accordance with section 1307(a)(1); 

‘‘(8) in the case of any residential property, 
optional coverage for losses, resulting from 
floods, to improvements and personal prop-
erty located in basements, crawl spaces, and 
other enclosed areas under buildings that are 
not covered by primary flood insurance cov-
erage under this title, shall be made avail-
able to every insured upon renewal and every 
applicant, except that such coverage shall be 
made available only at chargeable rates that 
are not less than the estimated premium 
rates for such coverage determined in ac-
cordance with section 1307(a)(1); 

‘‘(9) in the case of any commercial prop-
erty, optional coverage for losses resulting 
from any partial or total interruption of the 
insured’s business caused by damage to, or 
loss of, such property from a flood shall be 
made available to every insured upon re-
newal and every applicant, except that— 

‘‘(A) for purposes of such coverage, losses 
shall be determined based on the profits the 
covered business would have earned, based 
on previous financial records, had the flood 
not occurred; and 

‘‘(B) such coverage shall be made available 
only at chargeable rates that are not less 
than the estimated premium rates for such 
coverage determined in accordance with sec-
tion 1307(a)(1); and 

‘‘(10) in the case of any residential prop-
erty and any commercial property, optional 
coverage for the full replacement costs of 
any contents related to the structure that 
exceed the limits of coverage otherwise pro-
vided in this subsection shall be made avail-
able to every insured upon renewal and every 
applicant, except that such coverage shall be 
made available only at chargeable rates that 
are not less than the estimated premium 
rates for such coverage determined in ac-
cordance with section 1307(a)(1).’’. 
SEC. 9. INCREASE IN ANNUAL LIMITATION ON 

PREMIUM INCREASES. 
Section 1308(e) of the National Flood Insur-

ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4015(e)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘10 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘15 
percent’’. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 02:46 Jun 28, 2006 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00038 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A27JN7.029 H27JNPT1rf
ak

e 
on

 P
R

O
D

1P
C

77
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4597 June 27, 2006 
SEC. 10. INCREASE IN BORROWING AUTHORITY. 

(a) BORROWING AUTHORITY.—The first sen-
tence of subsection (a) of section 1309 of the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 4016(a)), as amended by the National 
Flood Insurance Program Further Enhanced 
Borrowing Authority Act of 2005 (Public Law 
109–106; 119 Stat. 2288), is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘$18,500,000,000’’ and inserting 
‘‘$25,000,000,000’’. 

(b) FEMA REPORT.—Not later than the ex-
piration of the 6-month period beginning on 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Director of the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency shall submit a report to the 
Congress setting forth a plan for repaying 
any amounts borrowed pursuant to increase 
in borrowing authority authorized under the 
amendments made by subsection (a). 
SEC. 11. FEMA PARTICIPATION IN STATE DIS-

ASTER CLAIMS MEDIATION PRO-
GRAMS. 

The National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 is 
amended by inserting after section 1313 (42 
U.S.C. 4020) the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 1314. FEMA PARTICIPATION IN STATE DIS-

ASTER CLAIMS MEDIATION PRO-
GRAMS. 

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENT TO PARTICIPATE.—In the 
case of the occurrence of a natural catas-
trophe that may result in flood damage 
claims under the national flood insurance 
program, upon a request made by the insur-
ance commissioner of a State (or such other 
official responsible for regulating the busi-
ness of insurance in the State) for the par-
ticipation of representatives of the Director 
in a program sponsored by such State for 
nonbinding mediation of insurance claims 
resulting from a natural catastrophe, the Di-
rector shall cause appropriate representa-
tives of national flood insurance program to 
participate in such State program to expe-
dite settlement of any flood damage claims 
under the national flood insurance program 
resulting from such catastrophe. 

‘‘(b) EXTENT OF PARTICIPATION.—Participa-
tion by representatives of the Director re-
quired under subsection (a) with respect to 
flood damage claims resulting from a nat-
ural catastrophe shall include— 

‘‘(1) providing adjusters certified for pur-
poses of the national flood insurance pro-
gram who are authorized to settle claims 
against such program resulting from such 
catastrophe in amounts up to the limits of 
policies under such program; 

‘‘(2) requiring such adjusters to attend 
State-sponsored mediation meetings regard-
ing flood insurance claims resulting from 
such catastrophe at times and places as may 
be arranged by the State; 

‘‘(3) participating in good-faith negotia-
tions toward the settlement of such claims 
with policyholders of coverage made avail-
able under the national flood insurance pro-
gram; and 

‘‘(4) finalizing the settlement of such 
claims on behalf of the national flood insur-
ance program with such policyholders. 

‘‘(c) COORDINATION.—Adjusters rep-
resenting the national flood insurance pro-
gram who participate pursuant to subsection 
(b)(1) in a State-sponsored mediation pro-
gram with respect to a natural catastrophe 
shall at all times coordinate their activities 
with insurance officials of the State and rep-
resentatives of insurers for the purpose of 
consolidating and expediting the settlement 
of claims under the national flood insurance 
program resulting from such catastrophe at 
the earliest possible time.’’. 
SEC. 12. FEMA REPORTS ON FINANCIAL STATUS 

OF INSURANCE PROGRAM. 
Section 1320 of the National Flood Insur-

ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4027) is amended— 
(1) in the section heading, by striking ‘‘RE-

PORT TO THE PRESIDENT’’ and inserting 
‘‘REPORTS’’; 

(2) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘IN GEN-
ERAL’’ and inserting ‘‘BIENNIAL REPORT TO 
PRESIDENT’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(c) SEMIANNUAL REPORTS TO CONGRESS ON 
FINANCIAL STATUS.—Not later than June 30 
and December 31 of each year, the Director 
shall submit a report to the Congress regard-
ing the financial status of the national flood 
insurance program under this title. Each 
such report shall describe the financial sta-
tus of the National Flood Insurance Fund 
and current and projected levels of claims, 
premium receipts, expenses, and borrowing 
under the program.’’. 
SEC. 13. EXTENSION OF PILOT PROGRAM FOR 

MITIGATION OF SEVERE REPET-
ITIVE LOSS PROPERTIES. 

Section 1361A of the National Flood Insur-
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4102a) is amended 
as follows: 

(1) FUNDING.—In subsection (k)(1), by strik-
ing ‘‘and 2009’’ and inserting ‘‘2009, 2010, and 
2011’’. 

(2) TERMINATION.—In subsection (l), by 
striking ‘‘September 30, 2009’’ and inserting 
‘‘September 30, 2011’’. 
SEC. 14. NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF FLOOD IN-

SURANCE AND ESCROW IN RESPA 
GOOD FAITH ESTIMATE. 

Subsection (c) of section 5 of the Real Es-
tate Settlement Procedures Act of 1974 (12 
U.S.C. 2604(c)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new sentence: ‘‘Each such 
good faith estimate shall include the fol-
lowing conspicuous statements: (1) that flood 
insurance coverage for residential real estate 
is generally available under the National 
Flood Insurance Program whether or not the 
real estate is located in an area having spe-
cial flood hazards and that, to obtain such 
coverage, a home owner or purchaser should 
contact a property insurance agent, broker, 
or company; and (2) that the escrowing of 
flood insurance payments is required for 
many loans under section 102(d) of the Flood 
Disaster Protection Act of 1973, and may be 
a convenient and available option with re-
spect to other loans.’’. 
SEC. 15. REITERATION OF FEMA RESPONSIBIL-

ITIES UNDER 2004 REFORM ACT. 
(a) APPEALS PROCESS.—As directed in sec-

tion 205 of the Bunning-Bereuter- 
Blumenauer Flood Insurance Reform Act of 
2004 (42 U.S.C. 4011 note), the Director of the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency is 
again directed to, not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
establish an appeals process through which 
holders of a flood insurance policy may ap-
peal the decisions, with respect to claims, 
proofs of loss, and loss estimates relating to 
such flood insurance policy as required by 
such section. 

(b) MINIMUM TRAINING AND EDUCATION RE-
QUIREMENTS.—The Director of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency is directed 
to continue to work with the insurance in-
dustry, State insurance regulators, and 
other interested parties to implement the 
minimum training and education standards 
for all insurance agents who sell flood insur-
ance policies that were established by the 
Director under the notice published Sep-
tember 1, 2005 (70 Fed. Reg. 52117) pursuant to 
section 207 of the Bunning-Bereuter- 
Blumenauer Flood Insurance Reform Act of 
2004 (42 U.S.C. 4011 note). 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than the expiration 
of the 6-month period beginning on the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Director of 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
shall submit a report to the Congress de-
scribing the implementation of each provi-
sion of the Bunning-Bereuter-Blumenauer 
Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2004 (Public 
Law 108–264) and identifying each regulation, 

order, notice, and other material issued by 
the Director in implementing each such pro-
vision. 
SEC. 16. UPDATING OF FLOOD MAPS AND ELE-

VATION STANDARDS. 
(a) FLOOD MAPPING PROGRAM.—Section 1360 

of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 4101) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(k) PROGRAM TO REVIEW, UPDATE, AND 
MAINTAIN FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM 
MAPS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director, in coordi-
nation with the Technical Mapping Advisory 
Council established pursuant to section 576 
of the National Flood Insurance Reform Act 
of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 4101 note) and section 16(c) 
of the Flood Insurance Reform and Mod-
ernization Act of 2006, shall establish a pro-
gram under which the Director shall review, 
update, and maintain national flood insur-
ance program rate maps in accordance with 
this subsection. 

‘‘(2) INCLUSIONS.— 
‘‘(A) COVERED AREAS.—Each map updated 

under this subsection shall include a depic-
tion of— 

‘‘(i) the 500-year floodplain; 
‘‘(ii) areas that could be inundated as a re-

sult of the failure of a levee, as determined 
by the Director; and 

‘‘(iii) areas that could be inundated as a re-
sult of the failure of a dam, as identified 
under the National Dam Safety Program Act 
(33 U.S.C. 467 et seq.). 

‘‘(B) OTHER INCLUSIONS.—In updating maps 
under this subsection, the Director may in-
clude— 

‘‘(i) any relevant information on coastal 
inundation from— 

‘‘(I) an applicable inundation map of the 
Corps of Engineers; and 

‘‘(II) data of the National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration relating to storm 
surge modeling; 

‘‘(ii) any relevant information of the Geo-
graphical Service on stream flows, watershed 
characteristics, and topography that is use-
ful in the identification of flood hazard 
areas, as determined by the Director; and 

‘‘(iii) a description of any hazard that 
might impact flooding, including, as deter-
mined by the Director— 

‘‘(I) land subsidence and coastal erosion 
areas; 

‘‘(II) sediment flow areas; 
‘‘(III) mud flow areas; 
‘‘(IV) ice jam areas; and 
‘‘(V) areas on coasts and inland that are 

subject to the failure of structural protective 
works, such as levees, dams, and floodwalls. 

‘‘(3) STANDARDS.—In updating and main-
taining maps under this subsection, the Di-
rector shall establish standards to— 

‘‘(A) ensure that maps are adequate for— 
‘‘(i) flood risk determinations; and 
‘‘(ii) use by State and local governments in 

managing development to reduce the risk of 
flooding; and 

‘‘(B) facilitate the Director, in conjunction 
with State and local governments, to iden-
tify and use consistent methods of data col-
lection and analysis in developing maps for 
communities with similar flood risks, as de-
termined by the Director. 

‘‘(4) HURRICANES KATRINA AND RITA MAPPING 
PRIORITY.—In updating and maintaining 
maps under this subsection, the Director 
shall— 

‘‘(A) give priority to the updating and 
maintenance of maps of coastal areas af-
fected by Hurricane Katrina or Hurricane 
Rita to provide guidance with respect to hur-
ricane recovery efforts; and 

‘‘(B) use the process of updating and main-
taining maps under subparagraph (A) as a 
model for updating and maintaining other 
maps. 
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‘‘(5) ANNUAL REPORT.—Not later than June 

30 of each year, the Director shall submit a 
report to the Congress describing, for the 
preceding 12-month period, the activities of 
the Director under the program under this 
section and the reviews and updates of flood 
insurance program rate maps conducted 
under the program. Each such annual report 
shall contain the most recent report of the 
Technical Mapping Advisory Council pursu-
ant to section 576(c)(3) of the National Flood 
Insurance Reform Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 4101 
note). 

‘‘(6) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Director to carry out this subsection 
$300,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2007 
through 2012.’’. 

(b) REVIEW AND UPDATING OF ALL FLOOD 
ZONES AND ANNUAL MAP MODERNIZATION RE-
PORTS.— 

(1) REQUIRED REVISION.—In carrying out 
the program under subsection (k) of section 
1360 of the National Flood Insurance Act of 
1968 (as added by subsection (a) of this sec-
tion), the Director of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency shall, as soon as pos-
sible after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, conduct a review of all floodplain areas 
and flood-risk zones identified, delineated, or 
established pursuant to such section 1360 and 
shall revise and update all such areas and 
zones. 

(2) CERTIFICATION OF COMPLETION.—Upon 
completing the review, revision, and updat-
ing required under paragraph (1), the Direc-
tor shall submit to the Congress a report cer-
tifying such completion. 

(3) ANNUAL REPORTS.—During the period 
that ends upon certification under paragraph 
(2) of this subsection by the Director, the Di-
rector shall include in the annual report re-
quired under section 1360(k)(5) of the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (as added 
by subsection (a) of this section) a descrip-
tion of the extent to which the review and 
updating required under paragraph (1) of this 
subsection has been completed. 

(c) REESTABLISHMENT OF TECHNICAL MAP-
PING ADVISORY COUNCIL.— 

(1) REESTABLISHMENT.—There is reestab-
lished the Technical Mapping Advisory 
Council, in accordance with this subsection 
and section 576 of the National Flood Insur-
ance Reform Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 4101 note). 

(2) MEMBERSHIP.—Paragraph (1) of section 
576(b) of the National Flood Insurance Re-
form Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 4101 note) is 
amended— 

(A) by redesignating subparagraphs (E), 
(F), (G), (H), (I), and (J) as subparagraphs 
(F), (G), (H), (K), (M), and (N), respectively; 

(B) by inserting after subparagraph (D) the 
following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(E) a representative of the Corps of Engi-
neers of the United States Army;’’; 

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (H) (as 
so redesignated by subparagraph (A) of this 
paragraph) the following new subparagraphs: 

‘‘(I) a representative of local or regional 
flood and stormwater agencies; 

‘‘(J) a representative of State geographic 
information coordinators;’’; and 

(D) by inserting after subparagraph (K) (as 
so redesignated by subparagraph (A) of this 
paragraph) the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(L) a representative of flood insurance 
servicing companies;’’. 

(3) APPOINTMENT.—The Director of the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency, or the 
Director’s designee, shall take action as soon 
as possible after the date of the enactment of 
this Act to appoint the members of the Tech-
nical Mapping Advisory Council pursuant to 
section 576(b)(1) of the National Flood Insur-
ance Reform Act of 1994, as amended by para-
graph (2) of this subsection. 

(4) DUTIES.—Subsection (c) of section 576 of 
the National Flood Insurance Reform Act of 
1994 (42 U.S.C. 4101 note) is amended to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(c) DUTIES.—The Council shall— 
‘‘(1) make recommendations to the Direc-

tor for improvements to the flood map mod-
ernization program under section 1360(k) of 
the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 41010(k)); 

‘‘(2) make recommendations to the Direc-
tor for maintaining a modernized inventory 
of flood hazard maps and information; and 

‘‘(3) submit an annual report to the Direc-
tor that contains a description of the activi-
ties and recommendations of the Council.’’. 

(5) TERMINATION.—Subsection (k) of section 
576 of the National Flood Insurance Reform 
Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 4101 note) is amended 
by striking ‘‘under subsection (b)(1)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘pursuant to subsection (b)(1) of this 
section and section 16(c)(3) of the Flood In-
surance Reform and Modernization Act of 
2006’’. 

(d) POST-DISASTER FLOOD ELEVATION DE-
TERMINATIONS.—Section 1363 of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4104) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(h) EXPEDITED COMMUNITY ADOPTION OF 
POST-DISASTER ADVISORY FLOOD ELE-
VATIONS.—If the Director determines that it 
is appropriate to examine flood elevation de-
terminations after flood-related disasters, to 
incorporate data gathered since the publica-
tion of an effective flood insurance rate map 
or other flood hazard map and to issue advi-
sory flood elevations, the Director shall ex-
pedite the notification and publication pro-
cedures in this section. The Director shall 
require community adoption of the advisory 
flood elevation information under such expe-
dited procedures for the purposes of local 
land use and control measures and for the 
purposes of facilitating flood-resistant re-
construction when Federal funds are made 
available. Expediting the notification and 
publication procedures shall be accomplished 
to preserve all rights to submit information 
and to appeal the Director’s findings.’’. 
SEC. 17. NATIONAL LEVEE INVENTORY. 

To identify levees for the national flood in-
surance program, the Director of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency shall main-
tain and periodically publish an inventory of 
levees in the United States, and shall consult 
with the Secretary of the Army as necessary 
to maintain such inventory. 
SEC. 18. CLARIFICATION OF REPLACEMENT COST 

PROVISIONS, FORMS, AND POLICY 
LANGUAGE. 

Not later than the expiration of the 3- 
month period beginning on the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Director of the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
shall— 

(1) issue regulations, and revise any mate-
rials made available by such Agency, to clar-
ify the applicability of replacement cost cov-
erage under the national flood insurance pro-
gram; 

(2) revise any regulations, forms, notices, 
guidance, and publications relating to the 
full cost of repair or replacement under the 
replacement cost coverage to more clearly 
describe such coverage to flood insurance 
policyholders and information to be provided 
by such policyholders relating to such cov-
erage, and to avoid providing misleading in-
formation to such policyholders; and 

(3) revise the language in standard flood in-
surance policies under such program regard-
ing rating and coverage descriptions in a 
manner that is consistent with language 
used widely in other homeowners and prop-
erty and casualty insurance policies, includ-
ing such language regarding classification of 

buildings, basements, crawl spaces, detached 
garages, enclosures below elevated buildings, 
and replacement costs. 
SEC. 19. AUTHORIZATION OF ADDITIONAL FEMA 

STAFF. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, the Director of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency may employ such addi-
tional staff of such Agency as may be nec-
essary to carry out all of the responsibilities 
of the Director pursuant to this Act and the 
amendments made by this Act. There are au-
thorized to be appropriated to Director such 
sums as may be necessary for costs of em-
ploying such additional staff. 

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment to 
the bill shall be in order except those 
printed in House Report 109–530. Each 
amendment may be offered only in the 
order printed in the report, by a Mem-
ber designated in the report, shall be 
considered read, shall be debatable for 
the time specified in the report, equal-
ly divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, shall not be 
subject to amendment, and shall not be 
subject to a demand for division of the 
question. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. OXLEY 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 1 printed in 
House Report 109–530. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk made in order 
under the rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. OXLEY: 
Page 9, strike lines 9 and 10 and insert ‘‘the 

submission to the Congress, by the Director 
of the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, of the report required under’’. 

Page 9, line 17, strike ‘‘date of the enact-
ment of this Act’’ and insert ‘‘effective date 
under paragraph (1) of this subsection’’. 

Page 10, line 10, strike ‘‘date of the enact-
ment of this Act’’ and insert ‘‘effective date 
under paragraph (1) of this subsection’’. 

Page 10, line 18, after ‘‘Section 1306(c)(1)’’ 
insert ‘‘of the National Flood Insurance Act 
of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4013(c)(1))’’. 

Page 11, line 2, after ‘‘$1,000,000’’ (and be-
fore the close quotation marks) insert the 
following: ‘‘; except that such limitation 
shall not apply to a regulated lending insti-
tution or enterprise for a calendar year if, in 
any three (or more) of the five calendar 
years immediately preceding such calendar 
year, the total amount of penalties assessed 
under this subsection against such lending 
institution or enterprise was $1,000,000’’. 

Strike line 20 on page 15 and all that fol-
lows through line 8 on page 16 and insert the 
following: 

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENT TO PARTICIPATE.—In the 
case of the occurrence of a natural catas-
trophe that may have resulted in flood dam-
age covered by insurance made available 
under the National Flood Insurance Program 
and a loss covered by personal lines residen-
tial property insurance policy, upon request 
made by the insurance commissioner of a 
State (or such other official responsible for 
regulating the business of insurance in the 
State) for the participation of representa-
tives of the Director in a program sponsored 
by such State for nonbinding mediation of 
insurance claims resulting from a natural 
catastrophe, the Director shall cause such 
representatives to participate in such State 
program, when claims under the national 
flood insurance program are involved, to ex-
pedite settlement of flood damage claims re-
sulting from such catastrophe.’’. 
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Page 17 lines 4 through 6, strike ‘‘Adjusters 

representing the national flood insurance 
program who participate pursuant to sub-
section (b)(1)’’ and insert ‘‘Representatives of 
the Director who participate pursuant to 
this section’’. 

Page 17, line 12, strike the quotation 
marks and the last period. 

Page 17, after line 12 insert the following: 
‘‘(d) MEDIATION PROCEEDINGS AND PRIVI-

LEGED DOCUMENTS.—As a condition of the 
participation of Representatives of the Di-
rector pursuant to this section in State- 
sponsored mediation, all statements made 
and documents produced pursuant to such 
mediation involving representatives of the 
Director shall be deemed privileged and con-
fidential settlement negotiations made in 
anticipation of litigation. 

‘‘(e) EFFECT OF PARTICIPATION ON LIABIL-
ITY, RIGHT, AND OBLIGATIONS.—Participation 
of Representatives of the Director pursuant 
to this section in State-sponsored mediation 
shall not affect or expand the liability of any 
party in contract or in tort, nor shall it af-
fect the rights or obligations of the parties 
as provided in the Standard Flood Insurance 
Policy under the national flood insurance 
program, regulations of the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency, this Act, or Fed-
eral common law. 

‘‘(f) EXCLUSIVE FEDERAL JURISDICTION.— 
Participation of Representatives of the Di-
rector pursuant to this section in State- 
sponsored mediation shall not alter, change 
or modify the original exclusive jurisdiction 
of United States courts as provided in this 
Act. 

‘‘(g) COST LIMITATION.—Nothing in this sec-
tion shall be construed to require the Direc-
tor or representatives of the Director to pay 
additional mediation fees relating to flood 
claims associated with a State-sponsored 
mediation program in which representatives 
of the Director participate. 

‘‘(h) EXCEPTION.—In the case of the occur-
rence of a natural catastrophe that results in 
flood damage claims under the national flood 
insurance program and does not result in 
any loss covered by a personal lines residen-
tial property insurance policy— 

‘‘(1) this section shall not apply; and 
‘‘(2) the provisions of the Standard Flood 

Insurance Policy under the national flood in-
surance program and the appeals process es-
tablished pursuant to section 205 of the 
Bunning-Bereueter-Blumenauer Flood Insur-
ance Reform Act of 2004 (Public Law 108–264; 
118 Stat. 726) and regulations issued pursuant 
to such section shall apply exclusively. 

‘‘(i) REPRESENTATIVES OF DIRECTOR.—For 
purposes of this section, the term ‘represent-
atives of the Director’ means representatives 
of the national flood insurance program who 
participate in the appeals process estab-
lished pursuant to section 205 of the 
Bunning-Bereueter-Blumenauer Flood Insur-
ance Reform Act of 2004 (Public Law 108–264; 
118 Stat. 726) and regulations issued pursuant 
to such section.’’. 

Page 15, line 5, strike ‘‘$18,500,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$20,775,000,000’’. 

Page 24, line 22, before ‘‘REVIEW’’ insert 
‘‘ONE-TIME’’. 

Strike line 24 on page 24 and all that fol-
lows through line 2 on page 25 and insert the 
following: 

(2) REQUIRED REVISION.—The Director of 
the 

Page 25, line 8, after the period insert the 
following: ‘‘The revisions and updating under 
this paragraph shall not be subject to the re-
quirements of section 1360(k) of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (as added by sub-
section (a) of this section).’’. 

Strike line 8 on page 28 and all that follows 
through line 2 on page 29 and insert the fol-
lowing: 

(d) POST-DISASTER FLOOD ELEVATION DE-
TERMINATIONS.—Section 1361 of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4101), 
as amended by the preceding provisions of 
this Act, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(l) INTERIM POST-DISASTER FLOOD ELE-
VATIONS.— 

‘‘(1) AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this section or section 
1363, the Director may, after any flood-re-
lated disaster, establish by order interim 
flood elevation requirements for purposes of 
the national flood insurance program for any 
areas affected by such flood-related disaster. 

‘‘(2) EFFECTIVENESS.—Such interim ele-
vation requirements for such an area shall 
take effect immediately upon issuance and 
may remain in effect until the Director es-
tablishes new flood elevations for such area 
in accordance with section 1363 or the Direc-
tor provides otherwise.’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 891, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. OXLEY) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, in the absence of any oppo-
sition, I ask unanimous consent to be 
recognized for the other 5 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-

nizes the gentleman from Ohio. 
Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 

manager’s amendment to H.R. 4973. In 
addition to making technical changes 
necessary for the bill, the manager’s 
amendment will clarify the drafter’s 
intent in a handful of areas. 

b 1430 
This amendment establishes that the 

phasing in of actuarial rates for second 
homes and nonresidential properties 
will begin once FEMA has certified 
completion of their map modernization 
efforts. This is necessary to ensure 
that subsidies are eliminated fairly and 
without inaccurate information about 
which homeowners should be pur-
chasing flood insurance in the first 
place. 

In addition, the amendment provides 
that the $1 million cap on penalties for 
nonenforcement of NFIP requirements 
not apply to regulated entities that 
have been assessed a penalty of $1 mil-
lion in any 3 of the past 5 calendar 
years. This will help ensure that bad 
actors not get away with ignoring the 
need for adequate enforcement or man-
datory flood insurance purchase re-
quirements. 

This amendment more clearly defines 
FEMA participation in State disaster 
claims mediation programs and ensures 
the confidentiality of documents and 
conversations during the mediation 
process. 

In addition, it clarifies that medi-
ation participation does not interfere 
with the exclusive Federal jurisdiction 
enjoyed by the Federal courts over the 
NFIP and provides that FEMA will not 
incur any additional fees as a result of 
mediation participation. 

The manager’s amendment also more 
clearly sets out the timeline for 
FEMA’s inclusion of certain features 
on updated floodplain maps and clari-
fies the FEMA Director’s authority re-
garding the ability to issue interim 
postdisaster flood elevation building 
requirements. 

This amendment is a bipartisan ef-
fort that makes this bill better and 
more technically sound. I urge my col-
leagues to support it. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I concur fully with the gen-
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. OXLEY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. BURTON OF 

INDIANA 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 2 printed in 
House Report 109–530. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to discuss my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. BURTON of 
Indiana: 

Page 29, after line 2, insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. 17. NOTIFICATION AND APPEAL OF MAP 

CHANGES; NOTIFICATION OF ESTAB-
LISHMENT OF FLOOD ELEVATIONS. 

Section 1363 of the National Flood Insur-
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4104) is amended 
by striking the section designation and all 
that follows through the end of subsection 
(a) and inserting the following: 

‘‘SEC. 1363. (a) In establishing projected 
flood elevations for land use purposes with 
respect to any community pursuant to sec-
tion 1361, the Director shall first propose 
such determinations— 

‘‘(1) by providing the chief executive offi-
cer of each community affected by the pro-
posed elevations, by certified mail, with a re-
turn receipt requested, notice of the ele-
vations, including a copy of the maps for the 
elevations for such community and a state-
ment explaining the process under this sec-
tion to appeal for changes in such elevations; 

‘‘(2) by causing notice of such elevations to 
be published in the Federal Register, which 
notice shall include information sufficient to 
identify the elevation determinations and 
the communities affected, information ex-
plaining how to obtain copies of the ele-
vations, and a statement explaining the 
process under this section to appeal for 
changes in the elevations; 

‘‘(3) by publishing the elevations in a 
prominent local newspaper; and 

‘‘(4) by providing written notification, by 
first class mail, to each owner of real prop-
erty affected by the proposed elevations of— 

‘‘(A) the status of such property, both prior 
to and after the effective date of the pro-
posed determination, with respect to flood 
zone and flood insurance requirements under 
this Act and the Flood Disaster Protection 
Act of 1973; 

‘‘(B) the process under this section to ap-
peal a flood elevation determination; and 
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‘‘(C) the mailing address and phone number 

of a person the owner may contact for more 
information or to initiate an appeal.’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 891, the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. BURTON) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
seek time in opposition to the amend-
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Congress-
man STARK and I both realized a prob-
lem that exists in the redrawing of the 
floodplain maps across this country. 
FEMA is in the process of reshooting 
the maps in several parts of the coun-
try, and the only way people who are in 
the affected areas know about it is, in 
the classified section of the newspaper, 
there is some very fine print that says 
that there is going to be a meeting dis-
cussing the elevations of the new 
floodplains. We had about 3 or 400 peo-
ple in my district that didn’t know 
anything about this until after the 
fact. 

Now, the problem is, once FEMA has 
redrawn these maps and they have been 
approved, the only way a person in a 
projected floodplain knows about it is 
if the insurance company contacts him 
and says you have 45 days to buy insur-
ance or else we will add it to your 
mortgage payment. We had about 300 
people in moderate income areas that 
were going to be hit with an extra 
thousand or $2,000 a year for flood in-
surance when there hadn’t been a flood 
there for 100 or 150 years. In fact, no-
body ever heard of having a flood in 
this area. Yet these people have been 
adversely affected. 

Once these maps have been drawn 
and approved, the only way a person in 
a newly affected area can have restitu-
tion is to go and spend maybe a thou-
sand or $2,000 hiring a lawyer and then 
fighting the governmental process, the 
agency, to prove that they are not in a 
floodplain. 

What my bill does and Mr. STARK’s 
bill does is simply say that FEMA has 
to send a first-class letter to everybody 
in the affected area so they know there 
is going to be a meeting talking about 
them being in a newly designated 
floodplain. It will cost maybe 35 to 40 
cents a letter, maybe even less than 
that if they would use bulk mail. 

In this particular case, the 300 fami-
lies in the affected area, it would have 
cost $120 to notify them that there was 
a change in their status. There had not 
been a flood there in anybody’s recol-
lection, at least not in 100 or 150 years. 

I think this is a very important 
amendment. It helps people all across 
the country. I really appreciate the 
chairman of the committee and the 
ranking member saying they would ap-
prove this amendment. So I thank you 
very much, Mr. Chairman and Mr. 
Ranking Member. 

I yield to my colleague, Mr. STARK. 

Mr. STARK. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman from Indiana for 
yielding. I would like to associate my-
self with his remarks. 

In my community, this came to my 
attention several years back when 3 or 
4,000 households in two different cities 
received notification just 45 days be-
fore the insurance bill was due from 
their mortgage companies and were 
told that within 45 days they would 
have to pay between $1,000 and $2,000 in 
insurance. In both communities, half of 
the households were excluded, but each 
household had to go individually, per-
haps at a cost of $1,000 to $2,000 a 
household. That was a million to $2 
million without even hiring lawyers or 
surveyors in my district to relieve 
themselves from this onerous, 
unneeded insurance premium. We can 
send a million letters for less than 
$400,000 if that became necessary. 

It is a question of timely notifica-
tion. I think it is only fair for us to no-
tify the individual property owners, to 
give them time to be able to get the 
surveys and get the information they 
needed before they have to pay up the 
first thousand or $2,000 in premium and 
then later try and escape from under 
this, if their property is excludable, 
from the floodplain. I urge the adop-
tion of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Indiana for yielding and for his 
work on this issue. 

This first came to my attention back in 2000 
when flood maps were updated in Alameda 
County in the 13th Congressional District. 
Thousands of residents in San Leandro and 
Fremont found out that they were added to a 
floodplain by getting a letter from their lender. 
They had 45 days to select a policy and pay 
the annual premium or the lender would 
choose for them and add it to their monthly 
payment. 

There was no explanation of what had sud-
denly determined them to be in a floodplain 
and the community appeal window was al-
ready closed. Needless to say, the National 
Flood Insurance Program ranks somewhere 
just above the IRS in popularity in my district. 

Considering the ongoing nationwide map 
modernization program and the new FEMA re-
quirement to assume houses behind levees 
require flood insurance unless the levees are 
certified, this problem will affect almost every 
congressional district in the country, if it hasn’t 
already. 

The logic of the Burton/Stark amendment is 
simple. Translating flood maps into on-the- 
ground information about households is al-
ready happening, but often only in time to 
send the first bill for flood insurance. 

Our amendment merely changes the 
timeline to guarantee that property owners will 
find out earlier in the process when there is 
still time to get involved and appeal as a com-
munity. 

In my district, more than half of the house-
holds added to the floodplain were later taken 
out. If they could have done so as a group 
rather than individually appealing and hiring 
their own surveyors, it would have saved both 
time and money, not to mention the reputation 
of the flood insurance program. 

I urge my colleagues to support the Burton/ 
Stark amendment. All our constituents deserve 

to be kept informed about federal require-
ments that directly impact their pocketbooks. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Once again, 

I want to thank my colleague for being 
a cosponsor; and I want to thank the 
chairman for accepting. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I just 
want to be clear that I support this 
amendment. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Thank you, 
Mr. FRANK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. If the 
gentleman would yield further, I would 
just say that anytime the gentleman 
from Indiana and the gentleman from 
California support an amendment, I 
will be there. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Thank you, 
BARNEY. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Let me say, I 
appreciate the intent that is offered by 
the sponsors of this amendment. I was 
prepared, however, to argue rather 
strongly in opposition in terms of the 
reimbursement mechanism that was 
involved, but I understand that that 
has been stripped out and it is now just 
purely a notification. While I am hope-
ful that, as this works its way through 
the process, we can deal with making 
sure that the notification process 
doesn’t get in the way of trying to 
move this in an orderly fashion, I am 
not prepared to demand a rollcall or be 
cranky about it, because I do think you 
have adjusted your amendment so that 
it loses its onerous nature in the way 
that it was originally filed. 

I appreciate the direction you are 
going and would look forward to work-
ing with the gentlemen to make sure 
that this furthers the public notifica-
tion but does not bog down the process 
unnecessarily. As I say, I appreciate 
the direction that you are going. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. STARK. I appreciate his usual 
tenacity in watch-dogging the Federal 
dollar. 

I would apologize. On our side of the 
aisle, the whip notice had it incorrect 
as it came out this morning. The gen-
tleman is correct. It has been cor-
rected. The distinguished gentleman 
from Indiana has seen that the amend-
ment is limited to the notification, and 
I think it will assuage concerns. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. I personally feel 

more comfortable about that. I didn’t 
know it when I claimed time in opposi-
tion because I had some outdated infor-
mation. I didn’t realize how fast this 
legislative train was rolling, but I feel 
better now. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. GARRETT OF 

NEW JERSEY 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 3 printed in 
House Report 109–530. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. GARRETT 
of New Jersey: 

Page 8, line 4, after ‘‘PROPERTIES’’ insert 
‘‘, CERTAIN PRE-FIRM PROPERTIES,’’. 

Page 8, line 17, strike the quotation marks 
and the second period. 

Page 8, after line 17, insert the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(4) RECENTLY PURCHASED PRE-FIRM PROP-
ERTIES.—Any property that— 

‘‘(A) has been constructed or substantially 
improved and for which such construction or 
improvement was started, as determined by 
the Director, before December 31, 1974, or be-
fore the effective date of the initial rate map 
published by the Director under paragraph 
(2) of section 1360 for the area in which such 
property is located, whichever is later; and 

‘‘(B) is purchased after the date of the en-
actment of the Flood Insurance Reform and 
Modernization Act of 2006.’’. 

Page 9, line 14, strike ‘‘or (3)’’ and insert ‘‘, 
(3), or (4)’’. 

Page 10, line 12, strike ‘‘and (3)’’ and insert 
‘‘, (3), and (4)’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 891, the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would claim the time in opposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, back in 1968, Congress cre-
ated the National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram, the NFIP, with the intent of pro-
viding homeowners that live in 
floodplains the opportunity to pur-
chase flood insurance from the Federal 
Government. At the time, there were 
little to no opportunities to purchase 
flood insurance from the private insur-
ance market. 

Over the years, some problems have 
developed in that program, and so I 
come to the floor of this House today 
to thank Chairman OXLEY, Chairman 
BAKER and Ranking Member FRANK for 
all their hard work in putting together 
the important piece of legislation that 
is before this House today to try to ad-
dress some of those problems that have 
been experienced in the past and to 
make sure that we have a national 
flood program worthy of the constitu-
ents at home and the problems that 
they face. 

There were several different solu-
tions to address one of the issues that 
came up, and that is dealing with 

homeowners who were in existing pre- 
FIRM homes and the insurance that 
they could afford to buy and coming 
forward with those homes maybe right 
across the street from them that did 
not qualify. 

In an effort to reach a compromise 
between the two sides, I am offering 
today an amendment that is a com-
promise, a commonsense one, I think, a 
middle ground, if you will, that would 
provide additional resources to the 
flood insurance program in a fair way 
and not subject current homeowners of 
pre-FIRM houses to an unanticipated 
or unplanned increase in their flood in-
surance premiums. 

My amendment would simply require 
any purchaser of a pre-FIRM residen-
tial home to pay a phased-in actuari-
ally correct flood insurance price using 
the same phase-in structure that non-
residential and nonprimary homes are 
currently subject to in this system. 

In essence, it comes down to this. If 
someone has a pre-FIRM home and had 
that home for a period of time and 
someone across the street came in and 
purchased that home, that current pur-
chaser would look across the street and 
say that they are subsidizing the gen-
tleman across the street. We are saying 
that should not occur indefinitely. 
That when that pre-FIRM homeowner 
eventually, whenever that date occurs, 
sells that home, that property then 
would phase into the current system, 
there would no more subsidization of 
those homes any further, and everyone 
would be on the same level playing 
field. 

Again, I thank the members of the 
committee, I thank the chairman as 
well, for working with us on this pro-
gram as we brought it up in the com-
mittee at that time. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would yield myself 3 minutes. 

Let me say, I appreciate the gentle-
man’s deep interest in making sure 
that we are moving forward with re-
form in the flood insurance program 
and that we are dealing with some of 
the idiosyncratic ways that there are 
some folks that never get out of being 
an exception. With all due respect, that 
the approach that has been adopted by 
the committee is one that over the 
long run is going to be the most advan-
tageous. 

I share your concern, but as I have 
been working with the floodplain man-
agers from the various States around 
the country, the people on the ground 
are concerned about the impact that 
the rapid movement towards dealing 
with these other subsidized residential 
properties would have. There is a very 
real problem because a lot of these 
properties do change hands frequently, 
in knowing what the impact is, and 
that many people would end up not 
seeking subsidized property, that com-
munities may opt out, all this could 
end up being counterproductive. Par-
ticularly as it relates to the area, and 

again I referenced in my opening com-
ments being sensitized by Mr. TAYLOR 
and by Mr. BAKER, about some of the 
practical realities, particularly for 
low-income communities. While it 
seems that this would be a way to 
phase it in only when the property 
changes hands, this would have the 
practical effect of discounting the 
value overnight to the people who own 
these properties, many of whom may 
be low income. So it would depress the 
price of the homes that they own be-
cause the seller would be subjected to 
the higher premium. 

You and I know that in the long run 
that is a more rational policy for the 
taxpayer and for the people who hold 
those policies, but there is a psy-
chology that is at work with some 
communities and with some owners 
and it may well be counterproductive. 

So, with all due respect, I would sug-
gest that what we ought to be doing is 
looking for ways to phase it in over 
time with these communities, that we 
deal with emphasizing mitigation like 
we had in the 2004 legislation, because 
I fear there may be a double whammy, 
where communities are less interested 
in participating and that you may be 
penalizing some of the very low-income 
property owners in a way that I don’t 
think any of us want. 

b 1445 

So while I sympathize with the ap-
proach, while I applaud the committee 
for advancing the boundaries, this is 
one area where I would suggest that 
this, what looks like a simple phase-in, 
actually may not be a simple phase-in 
and may have unintended con-
sequences. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HENSARLING). 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding, and 
I thank him for his leadership on this 
issue. I also want to thank Chairman 
OXLEY and Chairman BAKER for all of 
their good work in bringing this bill to 
the floor, because it addresses a very, 
very serious challenge that we have. 

We all know that Hurricanes Katrina 
and Rita represented a great physical 
catastrophe for this generation. I think 
it is incumbent upon us to make sure 
that it does not turn into a great fiscal 
tragedy for the next. 

I remember speaking to a factory 
worker at the Pepsi plant in my dis-
trict in Mesquite, Texas. He said, Con-
gressman, I want to do everything I 
can to help those people on the gulf 
coast, but tell me you are going to do 
a few things differently so I don’t have 
to do it again. 

We know that the National Flood In-
surance Program is not actuarially 
sound. It is not fiscally solvent. Con-
gress is having to bail it out. Yet if you 
look at the legislative history, since 
1981 it was supposed to be fiscally sol-
vent. So the underlying bill takes a 
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number of steps to start taking us in 
that direction. 

But if we are going to have a Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program, we 
should not be subsidizing people and 
incenting them to live in places that, 
frankly, put them in harm’s way, espe-
cially at the taxpayers’ expense. If 
they are going to put themselves in 
harm’s way, that is the decision they 
need to make, but we should not be a 
party to incenting them to do it. 

So I think that the gentleman from 
New Jersey, his amendment takes a 
very, very reasonable small step to-
wards helping make this program a lit-
tle bit more fiscally solvent, and I 
think it is fair. 

It is one thing to say on the pre- 
FIRM properties when we were trying 
to incent people to get into the pro-
gram, okay, to some extent you are 
grandfathered. But new people who are 
coming in, if we are going to save this 
program for new future generations, I 
believe we need to take more steps to-
ward fiscal responsibility, and the gen-
tleman from New Jersey, his amend-
ment is a very reasoned amendment 
that takes us in that direction, and I 
believe the House should support it. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK). 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman. 

We sometimes get into confusing 
phrases here. We are talking about pre- 
FIRM. I know a lot of us are worrying 
about that stage in life when you are 
post-FIRM. But here we are talking 
about an important issue. 

I am torn on this. I have been ambiv-
alent. I opposed this amendment in 
committee. I thought some more about 
it. Both my friends, both the gen-
tleman from Oregon and the gentleman 
from New Jersey, make some good 
points, and I would say this: I expect 
this amendment will probably get 
adopted. But I hope we can do this. In 
general, I think it is a reasonable thing 
to do, but there are low-income buyers, 
owners, who, through no fault of their 
own, they weren’t warned, find them-
selves in this position, and there is the 
danger that the one small asset they 
have can get devalued. 

Our colleague from Texas, Mr. 
GREEN, had an amendment that tried 
to provide some relief on premiums for 
people in the very low end. I would 
hope if this amendment were adopted, I 
would address this to the chairman, 
the gentleman from Louisiana and oth-
ers, we might then as a committee 
take up the question of whether some 
relief might be appropriate for people 
who are at the lowest end of the spec-
trum, people who do own a home, but 
that is about all they have. 

I think this is a case where the gen-
eral principle is a good one, but a nega-
tive impact may be excessive on some 
people at the lower end. So that would 
be my hope, we would then, because 
this is an ongoing process, be able to 
look at that. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I will just conclude by 
saying to the ranking member the 
same thing the ranking member said to 
me in the committee, and that is when 
we first proposed it, I will be glad to 
work with you to try to make this 
amendment an even better amendment. 

I appreciate your consideration that 
there were two ends of the spectrum, 
one that said we should eliminate this 
subsidy, if you will, today, and other 
people have said we should never elimi-
nate it, it should just continue on; and 
we were just trying to find that prover-
bial middle ground. Hopefully, we have 
gotten one step closer to that with this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate what the 
gentleman is saying. I have spent the 
last 6 years trying to inject some fiscal 
responsibility into the program. I have 
supported the work that the committee 
has done. But along the way, I have 
been sensitized to some of the impacts 
that we don’t want to have that are un-
intended in terms of discouraging par-
ticipation. 

So as you are working with the com-
mittee in terms of refining this, I 
would hope that there would be some 
sensitivity, if this amendment passes, 
to the impact on low income. 

For instance, one of the unintended 
consequences may be driving people 
who are in this circumstance to be 
seeking financing from sub prime lend-
ers there by avoiding flood insurance, 
by very expensive financing mecha-
nisms. It ought to go hand in hand with 
what we do in terms of having more 
mandatory coverage so there aren’t 
people that are sort of drifting along, 
and that it doesn’t have unintended 
consequences for having people and 
communities opt out, or for low-in-
come people, being unduly disadvan-
taged. I sympathize with what you are 
saying, and I would be happy to work 
with you as well. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. GAR-
RETT). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. TAYLOR OF 

MISSISSIPPI 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 4 printed in 
House Report 109–530. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. TAYLOR of 
Mississippi: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

SEC. 20. INVESTIGATION OF WRITE-YOUR-OWN IN-
SURERS’ ADJUSTMENT OF CLAIMS 
RELATING TO HURRICANE KATRINA. 

(a) INVESTIGATION.—The Inspector General 
of the Department of Homeland Security 
shall carry out an investigation of insurers 
making flood insurance coverage available 
under the Write-Your-Own program pursuant 
to section 1345 of the National Flood Insur-
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4081) and subpart 
C of part 62 of title 44, Code of Federal Regu-
lations to determine— 

(1) whether any such insurers, in adjusting 
and settling claims resulting from Hurricane 
Katrina, improperly attributed damages 
from such hurricane to flooding covered 
under coverage provided under the national 
flood insurance program rather than to 
windstorms covered by other coverage pro-
vided by such insurers or by windstorm in-
surance pools in which such insurers partici-
pated; and 

(2) the extent to which such improper at-
tribution of damages occurred. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than the expiration 
of the 6-month period that begins upon the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the In-
spector General of the Department of Home-
land Security shall submit to the Congress a 
report setting forth the conclusions of the 
investigation pursuant to subsection (a). 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 891, the gentleman from 
Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, when the National 
Flood Insurance Program was put to-
gether, a couple of steps were taken to 
minimize the administrative costs of 
that program. One, under the National 
Write Your Own Program, allowed the 
private sector, companies like Allstate, 
State Farm and Nationwide, to sell 
this policy, get a fee for selling this 
policy, but the cost of actually paying 
the claims would be borne by the Fed-
eral Government. There is really noth-
ing wrong with that. The problem came 
in when at the same time they allowed 
the same companies to adjudicate the 
claim in the aftermath of the storm. 

The example I used earlier is that 
you have got a young claims adjuster. 
He is a company man. He works for 
State Farm; he works for Allstate or 
Nationwide. He has visions of being 
promoted to a manager. He has stock 
in that company. He wants to go far. 

He is sent out to what is now a slab 
that just a few days ago was someone’s 
home. There is nothing there. And he 
has to determine whether that house 
was destroyed by wind or by water. 

In the case of south Mississippi, the 
Navy Oceanographic Lab tells us we 
had 6 to 8 hours of maximum hurricane 
winds before the water ever got there. 
In the case of the little town of Bay St. 
Louis, that meant you had winds for 6 
to 8 hours from 100 miles an hour up to 
150 miles an hour before the tidal surge 
came in and destroyed the evidence of 
what the wind did. 

So this claims adjuster, who wants to 
go far with the company, can decide 
whether his company is going to pay 
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that claim through the wind pool, or 
whether the taxpayers are going to pay 
through the flood insurance program. 

The FBI says that fraud is a crime of 
opportunity. No matter how well-in-
tended Congress was when they wrote 
this, they created the opportunity for a 
heck of a lot of fraud. In fact, I think 
the biggest fraud that occurred after 
Hurricane Katrina wasn’t people get-
ting an extra FEMA check or two or 
three extra checks from the Red Cross, 
although that is deplorable. The big-
gest fraud occurred at the corporate 
level where the insurance industry 
made a corporate decision to, whenever 
possible, blame flooding every time and 
stick the taxpayers with bills that they 
should have paid. 

Mr. Chairman, last year the insur-
ance industry reported a $44 billion 
profit after everything. Last year Fed-
eral flood insurance lost $25 billion. 
That is the reason this bill is on the 
floor today. I don’t think it is a coinci-
dence, because I think what happened 
was whenever given the opportunity, 
the insurance industry stuck the tax-
payer with bills that they should have 
paid. 

So what I am asking for is for the In-
spector General to look into this and 
hopefully use the Fraudulent Claims 
Act, which requires treble damages for 
anyone who submits a false claim to 
our Nation, in addition to a $5,000 or 
$10,000 fine every time a false claim is 
submitted. Because I am convinced 
that is precisely what happened. 

Mr. Chairman, after we are told that 
that is what happened, I hope this Con-
gress will come back and find a way to 
where we as a Nation won’t just blindly 
accept the claims of an insurance in-
dustry when we pay that bill. 

I used the analogy before. If Mr. 
OXLEY, if Mr. PICKERING, any Member 
of this body wants to be reimbursed for 
their trip to the airport, they have got 
to submit a claims ticket from that 
taxi driver for the 15 bucks, or they 
don’t get paid. 

But in the instance of national flood 
insurance, these insurance companies 
submitted claims for $100,000, $200,000, 
$250,000, and the taxpayer paid it every 
time without anyone second guessing. 
That is the opportunity for fraud, and 
I believe that fraud took place. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I don’t know of 
anyone who in their right mind could 
oppose this, I don’t know of anyone 
who wants to see our tax dollars used 
unwisely, and I don’t know of anyone 
who wants to see the National Flood 
Insurance Program defrauded or the 
subject of fraud. 

So, again, it is my understanding 
that Mr. OXLEY will accept this amend-
ment. I very much appreciate that. I 
hope that when the Inspector General 
report comes back 6 months from now 
that the next Congress will take steps 
to take away this opportunity for 
fraud. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. I yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding and also 
say to my friend from Mississippi, con-
gratulations on a well-thought-out 
amendment. I know the gentleman has 
had personal issues with this, as well 
as our good friend, former House Mem-
ber Senator LOTT; and we have had a 
number of discussions about the frus-
tration that you and many of your con-
stituents feel. 

We think that it is appropriate that 
the IG conduct that investigation and 
report back within 6 months, and 
therefore we are prepared to accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Again, 
Mr. Chairman, I very much thank the 
gentleman from Ohio, and I thank the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 5 printed in 
House Report 109–530. 

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. PICKERING 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 6 printed in 
House Report 109–530. 

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 6 offered by Mr. PICK-
ERING: 

Page 10, line 16, strike ‘‘REDUCTION OF’’. 
Page 10, line 18, before ‘‘Section’’ insert 

‘‘(a) REDUCTION.—’’. 
Page 10, after line 18, insert the following 

new subsection: 
(b) EXCEPTION.—Section 1306(c)(2)(A) of the 

National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 4013(c)(2)(A)) is amended by inserting 
before the semicolon the following: ‘‘or is in 
connection with the purchase or other trans-
fer of the property for which the coverage is 
provided (regardless of whether a loan is in-
volved in the purchase or transfer trans-
action)’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 891, the gentleman from 
Mississippi (Mr. PICKERING) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment will 
simply allow the flood insurance cov-
erage to become effective immediately 
upon the purchase or transfer of real 
property for which coverage is provided 
without regard to the financial mecha-
nism used to purchase such property. 

In sum, whether you buy using a loan 
as a mechanism of purchase or if you 
make a cash purchase of the property, 
what we discovered after Katrina is 
that some individuals had purchased a 
home using full payment, cash, and not 
using a loan, thinking that they would 

have the coverage of the flood insur-
ance. They came to discover that un-
less it was through a loan mechanism, 
they would not be eligible for that cov-
erage. 

So this simply closes the loophole 
that has been discovered in the after-
math of Katrina, without undoing the 
congressional intent of protecting 
against the fraud or the actions of peo-
ple who just go out to buy coverage 
when a hurricane or a flood warning 
comes. It is only with the purchase and 
the transfer of property that they are 
able to purchase the flood insurance. 
But it makes the policy clear, whether 
you are buying with cash or by loan, 
you will be able to have the protection 
that you believe you have a right to 
and are entitled to and assume that 
you would have in the event of a dis-
aster. 

I want to thank the committee for 
working with me and my staff as we 
close this loophole and would ask for 
their support as we go forward in this 
amendment. Again, I thank them for 
their cooperation as we went through 
the policy. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PICKERING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, we are 
pleased to accept the amendment. I 
congratulate the gentleman on his 
foresight. We are prepared to vote in 
favor of the amendment. 

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. 
BONILLA). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Mississippi (Mr. PICKERING). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

b 1500 
AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MS. MATSUI 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 7 
printed in House Report 109–530. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 7 offered by Ms. MATSUI: 
Page 23, line 13, strike ‘‘and’’. 
Page 23, line 19, strike the final period and 

insert ‘‘; and’’. 
Page 23, after line 19 insert the following: 
‘‘(C) ensure that emerging weather fore-

casting technology is used, where prac-
ticable, in flood map evaluations and the 
identification of potential risk areas.’’. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 891, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. MATSUI) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

My amendment, Mr. Chairman, sim-
ply asks that FEMA utilize emerging 
weather forecasting technology as they 
update our national flood maps. Apply-
ing such technologies gives us new 
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ways to solve old problems and address 
rising challenges. FEMA needs to be 
prepared to utilize this technology as 
it becomes more available to us. 

This amendment makes sense. It will 
ensure that FEMA has the highest 
quality information when it works to 
determine the level of risk for vulner-
able geographies. This language would 
not impose any additional financial 
burdens on FEMA. 

As a member of the Science Com-
mittee, I made it one of my priorities 
to find ways to integrate emerging 
technologies into complex policy ini-
tiatives. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask my colleagues to 
support my amendment. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. MATSUI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, the Chair 
is prepared to accept the amendment. I 
want to thank the gentlewoman for her 
foresight and also for merging this new 
technology with the ability of FEMA 
to make better and more accurate 
mapping. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I thank the gentleman 
very much for supporting my amend-
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
MATSUI). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MS. EDDIE 

BERNICE JOHNSON OF TEXAS 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 8 
printed in House Report 109–530. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend-
ment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 8 offered by Ms. EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas: 

Page 24, after line 6 insert the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(5) EDUCATION PROGRAM.—The Director 
shall, after each update to a flood insurance 
program rate map, in consultation with the 
chief executive officer of each community af-
fected by the update, conduct a program to 
educate each such community about the up-
date to the flood insurance program rate 
map and the effects of the update.’’. 

Page 24, line 7, redesignate paragraph (5) as 
paragraph (6). 

Page 24, line 18, redesignate paragraph (6) 
as paragraph (7). 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 891, the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN-
SON) and a Member opposed each will 
control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Chairman, last year, our 
Nation was devastated with a series of 
natural disasters that negatively im-

pacted our economic and social struc-
tures. The South especially incurred 
severe flood damage to their infra-
structure and local communities. The 
floods varied from severe, slow and fast 
rising but were consistent in destroy-
ing people’s homes and businesses. 

This past hurricane season brought 
forth a series of catastrophes that dev-
astated southern communities, injur-
ing people’s livelihoods and souls. The 
wave of destruction was insurmount-
able to none ever experienced. 

The amendment that I have, Mr. 
Chairman, is to amend the Act simply 
to indicate the responsibility we feel 
that FEMA has to reach out and edu-
cate our communities. 

FEMA uses the information produced 
by the flood insurance studies to pre-
pare a flood insurance rate map that 
depicts the spatial extent of special 
flood hazard areas and our thematic 
features related to flood risk assess-
ment. 

The rate map is the basis for flood-
plain management, mitigation and in-
surance activities of the insurance pro-
gram. As a result, flood risks have been 
assessed at approximately 20,400 com-
munities nationwide. 

As it stands, FEMA currently has a 
regulatory function that calls for com-
munities to implement local outreach. 
However, no such function exists to 
mitigate any outreach responsibility 
on FEMA. Neither the code nor the 
regulations require FEMA to 
proactively implement outreach pro-
grams to educate local landowners. 

In response to this oversight, I offer 
this amendment that requires FEMA 
to conduct educational programs to 
better inform local communities of 
changes made in the flood insurance 
map. 

Currently, H.R. 4973, the Flood Insur-
ance Reform and Modernization Act of 
2006, lacks a mandate that calls for 
FEMA to implement the initiatives 
necessary to reach out to local commu-
nities and educate property owners 
who are affected by the map update. 
Many homeowners do not know about 
changes in the map. The only thing 
they know is that, after they have suf-
fered a severe flood, they are not cov-
ered. 

I think this amendment is a nec-
essary step to ensure that FEMA is 
made responsible to make the vital in-
formation available to everyone who 
might be a flood victim. I believe that 
this is a necessary step to protect the 
lives of innocent people who have no 
choice but to rely on this congressional 
body to implement necessary safe-
guards that protects their well-being. 

I urge adoption of this amendment. 
Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentlewoman yield? 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. I yield to the gentleman from 
Ohio. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, we have 
reviewed the amendment and are pre-
pared to accept it. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gen-
tleman very much. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 

that the Committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mrs. 
MILLER of Michigan) having assumed 
the chair, Mr. BONILLA, Acting Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union, re-
ported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
4973) to restore the financial solvency 
of the national flood insurance pro-
gram, and for other purposes, had come 
to no resolution thereon. 

f 

PERMISSION TO OFFER AMEND-
MENT NO. 5 OUT OF SEQUENCE 
DURING FURTHER CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 4973, FLOOD IN-
SURANCE REFORM AND MOD-
ERNIZATION ACT OF 2006 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that, during further consideration of 
H.R. 4973 pursuant to H. Res. 891, I may 
offer amendment No. 5 out of sequence. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

f 

FLOOD INSURANCE REFORM AND 
MODERNIZATION ACT OF 2006 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 891 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 4973. 

b 1511 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
4973) to restore the financial solvency 
of the national flood insurance pro-
gram, and for other purposes, with Mr. 
BONILLA (Acting Chairman) in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. When the 

Committee of the Whole rose earlier 
today, amendment No. 8 printed in 
House Report 109–530 offered by the 
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON) had been disposed of. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON- 
LEE OF TEXAS 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 
order to consider amendment No. 5 
printed in House Report 109–530. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 
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The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment No. 5 offered by Ms. JACKSON- 

LEE of Texas: 
Page 5, line 24, strike ‘‘and’’. 
Page 6, line 4, strike the period and insert 

‘‘; and’’. 
Page 6, after line 4, insert the following: 
(E) the extent to which eligibility stand-

ards for pre-FIRM properties were incon-
sistent and resulted in disparities in cov-
erage among such properties. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 891, the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the chairman very 
much. I thank the Speaker, and I 
thank this extraordinary effort on be-
half of my amendment. 

My amendment includes a provision 
to the Government Accountability 
Study on the status of the National 
Flood Insurance Program before the 
changes that will be in effect with the 
enactment of this Act. 

This amendment seeks to identify 
any inconsistencies in eligibility 
standards for coverage. 

As I said earlier, this is an enormous 
step toward helping homeowners get 
out of poverty when they lose every-
thing. Insurance is just that. 

I thank Mr. BAKER, I thank Mr. 
OXLEY of the full committee, Mr. 
FRANK of the full committee, the rank-
ing member of the subcommittee, Ms. 
WATERS, and the chairman of the sub-
committee, Mr. NEY. This had to be a 
yeoman’s task of bipartisan effort. And 
all of my other colleagues on the juris-
diction. 

And might I just add, I thank Mr. 
FRANK for including my eminent do-
main amendment in previous legisla-
tion on this issue dealing with Katrina, 
but the overall question of flooding. 
This bill develops an appropriate re-
form on the demands on flood insur-
ance in times of natural disaster, such 
as what we saw with Hurricanes 
Katrina and Rita. 

The Government can serve a crucial 
role in the ability of our Nation to be 
resilient to natural disaster. This pro-
gram, for instance, provides for prop-
erties located in low to moderate risk 
areas to be eligible to purchase flood 
insurance policies for premiums as low 
as $112. 

With FEMA being led by a new direc-
tor, and knowing that under Homeland 
Security, a committee that I sit on, 
that we want to reform, we want to 
make this system work for those who 
have experienced a disaster, then this 
legislation is a step toward making it 
work. 

In 1968, Congress created the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program in re-
sponse to the rising costs of taxpayer- 
funded disaster relief for flood victims 
and the increasing amount of damage 
caused by floods. The NFIP makes fed-
erally backed flood insurance available 

in communities that agree to adopt 
and enforce the floodplain’s manage-
ment ordnances to reduce future flood 
damage. 

b 1515 

The NFIP is self-supporting for the 
average historical loss year. This 
means that, unless there is a wide-
spread disaster, operating expenses and 
flood insurance claims are financed 
through premiums collected. 

According to a RAND Corporation 
study conducted for the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency, nationwide 
about 49 percent of single family homes 
in special flood hazard areas are cov-
ered by flood insurance from the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program. In the 
South and West, the percentage is 
higher, about 60 percent. However, out-
side of the high-risk areas there is a 
steep drop-off in coverage. Only about 1 
percent of homeowners purchase flood 
insurance in these low-risk areas. 

We can see by what is happening in 
this region, in the Maryland, Wash-
ington, Virginia region, that we need 
to have a sensitivity to the need for 
flood insurance because we cannot pre-
dict the weather. My district in Harris 
County had only a 25 percent market 
penetration rate, which means that 
only one in four households was cov-
ered with a flood insurance plan. Given 
the extent of damage and flooding from 
circumstances as extreme as Hurri-
canes Katrina and Rita and as common 
as our recent storms last week, this 
rate is unsustainable for my constitu-
ents and others around the Nation. 

As we all know, many Members of 
Congress have been fighting to make 
their constituents whole, and so we 
know that it has been important to un-
derstand what happened. 

It is important to remember that 
often residents will not receive Federal 
aid for flooding in the disaster area, 
but, on average, households can receive 
$700 from organizations such as the Red 
Cross, but this amount is clearly not 
enough. 

So this particular amendment re-
quires the GAO to establish the extent 
to which eligibility standards for pre- 
FIRM properties were inconsistent and 
resulted in disparities in coverage 
among such properties and their own-
ers. That can be a narrow and selective 
study so we can have this as part of the 
larger report. The intent is to discover 
whether or not the application of eligi-
bility standards remained consistent 
and, if not, whether some homeowners 
who should have been eligible for flood 
insurance did not receive it. 

We hope with this amendment that 
the GAO study will be able to answer 
the following question: Has there ever 
been a case where someone should have 
gotten insurance but did not? 

A small, isolated selection of cases 
will help bring about this very impor-
tant data and add to this legislation 
and add to the studies that are nec-
essary to make hard-working home-
owners and others who desire the 

American dream to be made whole in 
the face of terrible disasters. 

With that, I would ask my colleagues 
to support this amendment. 

My amendment includes a provision to the 
Government Accountability Study on the sta-
tus of the national flood insurance program 
before the changes that will be in effect with 
the enactment of this act. This amendment 
seeks to identify any inconsistencies in eligi-
bility standard for coverage. 

First, let me say that I applaud Mr. BAKER, 
Mr. FRANK, and my other colleagues on com-
mittees of jurisdiction who developed a bill that 
appropriately addresses the demands on flood 
insurance in times of natural disaster, such as 
what we saw with Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. 
The government can serve a crucial role in the 
ability of our Nation to be resilient to natural 
disaster. This program, for instance, provides 
for properties located in low-to-moderate risk 
areas to be eligible to purchase flood insur-
ance policies with premiums as low as $112. 

In 1968 Congress created the National 
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) in response 
to the rising cost of taxpayer-funded disaster 
relief for flood victims and the increasing 
amount of damage caused by floods. The 
NFIP makes Federally backed flood insurance 
available in communities that agree to adopt 
and enforce floodplain management ordi-
nances to reduce future flood damage. The 
NFIP is self-supporting for the average histor-
ical loss year. This means that unless there is 
a widespread disaster, operating expenses 
and flood insurance claims are financed 
through premiums collected. 

According to a RAND Corporation study 
conducted for the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency (FEMA), nationwide about 49 
percent of single-family homes in special flood 
hazard areas (SFHAs) are covered by flood 
insurance from the National Flood Insurance 
Program. In the South and West the percent-
age is higher, about 60 percent. However, out-
side of the high risk areas there is a steep 
drop-off in coverage. Only about one percent 
of homeowners purchase flood insurance in 
these low risk areas. 

My district in Harris County, Texas, had only 
a 25 percent market penetration rate, which 
means that only 1 in 4 households was cov-
ered with a flood insurance plan. Given the 
extent of damage and flooding from cir-
cumstances as extreme as Hurricanes Katrina 
and Rita, and as common as our recent 
storms last week, this rate is unsustainable for 
my constituents, let alone for their local gov-
ernments. 

It is important to remember that often, resi-
dents won’t receive Federal aid for flooding or 
other natural disaster damage if the area is 
not declared a disaster area. On average, 
households can receive $700 from organiza-
tions such as the Red Cross—but this amount 
clearly won’t cover the full cost of the damage. 

Nationwide, flash flooding is the leading 
cause of weather-related deaths in the U.S.— 
approximately 200 deaths per year. 

Implicit in the reforms established in this bill, 
however, is the need for an honest and trans-
parent government process. My amendment 
contributes language to the GAO study ana-
lyzing the pre-FIRM (Flood Insurance Reform 
and Modernization Act) properties and manda-
tory purchase requirements for natural 100- 
year floodplain and non-Federally related 
loans. 
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Specifically, my amendment requires the 

GAO to determine the extent to which eligi-
bility standards for pre-FIRM properties were 
inconsistent and resulted in disparities in cov-
erage among such properties and their own-
ers. The intent is to discover whether or not 
the application of eligibility standards remained 
consistent, and if not, whether some home-
owners who should have been eligible for 
flood coverage did not receive it. With this 
amendment, I hope the GAO will be able to 
answer the following question: Has there ever 
been the case where someone should have 
gotten insurance, but didn’t? 

I urge my colleagues to support this amend-
ment and support effectively reforming the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, we are 
prepared to accept the amendment on 
this side. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Me, 
too. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the distinguished 
gentlemen, both, and in fact, Mr. 
Chairman, with great appreciation for 
both of you for this deference to me 
today. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back my time. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-

tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MS. MATSUI 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 9 
printed in House Report 109–530. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 9 offered by Ms. MATSUI: 
Page 29, after line 2, insert the following 

new subsection: 
(e) GAO STUDY OF LOW-INCOME DISCOUNT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General 

of the United States shall conduct a study of 
potential methods, practices, and incentives 
that would increase the extent to which low- 
income families (as such term is defined in 
section 3(b) of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437a(b))) that own residen-
tial properties located within areas having 
special flood hazards purchase flood insur-
ance coverage under the national flood insur-
ance program. In conducting the study the 
Comptroller General shall analyze— 

(A) the feasibility and effectiveness of pro-
viding such coverage to low-income families 
at rates that are discounted from the rates 
at which such coverage is otherwise pro-
vided, the amounts by which such rates 
should be discounted to ensure that coverage 
is affordable to such families and to encour-
age purchase of coverage by such families, 
and the effects of such discounts on the na-
tional flood insurance program; and 

(B) the extent to which residential prop-
erties occupied by low-income families would 
be affected by expanding the mandatory pur-

chase requirements of the national flood in-
surance program to the areas included in the 
national flood insurance program rate maps 
pursuant to section 1360(k) of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4101(k)), as amended by subsection (a) of this 
section. 

(2) REPORT.—The Comptroller General 
shall submit to the Congress a report setting 
forth the conclusions of the study under this 
subsection not later than 12 months after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 891, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. MATSUI) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman I yield 
myself 11⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment di-
rects the GAO to study potential meth-
ods, practices and incentives that 
would increase the degree to which 
low-income property owners living in 
high-risk locations participate in the 
National Flood Insurance Program. 

I am joined in offering this amend-
ment by two of my colleagues from 
Texas, Representative GENE GREEN and 
RUBEN HINOJOSA. I thank them for sup-
porting this amendment. This is an im-
portant issue for our districts, but I 
think this is an equally important 
issue for Congress to consider. 

Most of the amendments we are con-
sidering address the impact of the 
pending updates of our national flood 
maps on property owners. 

It is difficult to craft a policy or an 
approach when you are missing the 
correlative information. In this case, 
the revised flood maps. 

We will reauthorize NFIP in 2008. An-
ticipating the degree to which these 
new maps will affect low-income prop-
erty owners’ participation in the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program is a 
good and necessary first step toward 
writing that legislation. 

I want to take this opportunity to 
begin to address the needs of low-in-
come individuals who live in the 
floodplains or in high-risk flooding 
areas now. 

This amendment will ensure today’s 
legislation will provide us with the in-
formation required to plan for the fu-
ture of the flood insurance program. 
This is responsible and forward-looking 
policy, and I hope my colleagues will 
be able to support our amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. OXLEY. I am not going to claim 
opposition because we support the 
amendment. I would just say to the 
gentlewoman, we are pleased to accept 
her amendment. 

Ms. MATSUI. Thank you. 
I have two additional speakers to 

speak on this. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to 

my colleague from Texas (Mr. 
HINOJOSA). 

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the Matsui/ 
Hinojosa/Gene Green amendment to 
H.R. 4973. 

I want to thank my colleagues, Con-
gresswoman MATSUI and Congressman 
GENE GREEN, and their staff for col-
laborating with me on this amend-
ment. 

This amendment will protect the 
ability of low-income individuals to 
purchase a home once the 500-year 
plain mapping section of this legisla-
tion has been completed. 

Should it occur in the future, man-
dating flood insurance coverage for all 
those that fall in the 500-year flood-
plain map will add an additional bur-
den to low-income individuals through-
out the United States that might make 
them unable to afford a home. 

I hasten to note that, in all likeli-
hood, the majority of the United States 
will fall within these new borders. Such 
insurance requirements will tip the 
scale in the wrong direction, and low- 
income individuals will lose their 
home-buying power and be once again 
penalized more than those most fortu-
nate in America. 

This amendment’s study will help en-
sure that low-income individuals re-
ceive the help they need when the 500- 
year floodplain maps are drawn. 

I strongly encourage all of my col-
leagues to support this amendment. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to my other colleague from 
Texas who is cosponsoring, Mr. GENE 
GREEN. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank my colleague from 
California and my colleague from 
Texas for working with us on this 
amendment. 

I rise in support of the Matsui- 
Hinojosa-Green amendment to the 
Flood Insurance Reform Act. The 
amendment addresses an issue that I 
have been concerned with for a very 
long time. 

Our district has a per capita income 
of $12,000 per year, with over 20 percent 
of the residents in poverty. Over one- 
third of our households are worth less 
than $100,000. Many of these households 
are senior citizens on fixed incomes. 

These families and households know 
the dangers of flooding in the Houston 
area. They want to protect themselves, 
and we recently had severe flooding 
with hundreds of homes with several 
inches of water. 

Some Members in Congress act like 
it is the victim’s fault when their 
houses flood, but these critics do not 
realize that many people did not move 
to the floodplains, the floodplains are 
moving to them. 

When we redraw the flood maps, 
thousands of people are suddenly re-
quired to pay hundreds of thousands of 
dollars in flood insurance. If they not 
afford to pay, they sometimes lose 
their mortgage and their house, or 
when it floods, they can lose all of 
their property. 

It is not fair to evict low-income peo-
ple from homes that they have been 
making payments on for years. It 
would also not be fair to deny Federal 
disaster assistance to seniors who 
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could not afford the flood insurance 
when they suddenly were required to 
have it. 

The 100-year floodplains in Houston 
and Harris County and across the coun-
try, at least our area, have been ex-
panding rapidly. Many of my constitu-
ents have been living outside the flood-
plain for decades. This year they are 
going to be suddenly redrawn into the 
100-year floodplain and required to buy 
flood insurance. 

I believe they should buy flood insur-
ance, and we should encourage low-in-
come people to voluntarily buy flood 
insurance, also. However, when we are 
going to impose a new Federal finan-
cial burden on low-income folks who 
have managed against the odds to own 
their own home, I think we should keep 
those premiums affordable. 

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that we 
would support this amendment so we 
could actually have the study. 

This legislation is going to increase the rate 
of premium increases from 10 percent to 15 
percent, due to the recent losses to the pro-
gram. 

In return, I think it should also show com-
passion to low-income homeowners who may 
be threatened with the loss of their home due 
to a new flood insurance rate map. 

Unfortunately my bill that was redrafted as 
an amendment to this legislation to provide a 
discount to low-value homes was not accept-
ed. 

As a result, I ask Members to support the 
Matsui-Hinojosa-Green amendment to require 
the GAO to determine the best ways to in-
crease flood insurance participation for low-in-
come homeowners, both in voluntary and 
mandatory programs. 

When we reauthorize the NFIP again in 
2008, we will need to address this issue, be-
cause we do not want the Flood Insurance 
Reform Act to become the Low-Income Home-
owner Eviction Act. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the remaining time. 

We direct GAO to report this study to 
Congress no later than one year after 
enactment of this legislation, but I 
want to make so clear, the sooner we 
have this report the better. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you and my 
colleagues from Texas for your support 
on this amendment. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. MATSUI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I will just say that it would 
certainly be my intention and I think 
that of whoever the successor is to my 
friend from Ohio will be next year to 
take this seriously; that is, this is a 
study that will not simply languish. 

I think it has been indicated there 
are some concerns about the impact of 
a fully fiscally responsible program on 
people, low-income homeowners, and 
that will be helpful as we try to work 
out an approach to that. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
MATSUI). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. 

RUPPERSBERGER 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 
order to consider amendment No. 10 
printed in House Report 109–530. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 10 offered by Mr. 
RUPPERSBERGER: 

Page 29, line 16, insert before ‘‘issue regula-
tions’’ the following: ‘‘in plain language 
using easy to understand terms and con-
cepts,’’. 

Page 29, line 20, insert before ‘‘revise any’’ 
the following: ‘‘in plain language using easy 
to understand terms and concepts,’’. 

Page 30, line 2, strike ‘‘and’’. 
Page 30, line 11, strike the final period and 

insert ‘‘; and’’. 
Page 30, after line 11, insert the following 

new paragraph: 
(4) include in each standard flood insurance 

policy a one-page description of the policy 
using plain language and easy to understand 
terms and concepts. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 891, the gentleman 
from Maryland (Mr. RUPPERSBERGER) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself as much time as I 
may consume. 

First, let me say that this amend-
ment is very direct and simple. All it 
does is require the FEMA director to 
use plain language and easy to under-
stand terms when issuing regulations 
and revising materials and publications 
for policyholders regarding insurance 
coverage in standard flood insurance 
policies. 

This issue hits very close to home for 
me and several Members of the House. 
On September 18, 2003, Hurricane Isabel 
made landfall at the Outer Banks of 
North Carolina as a Category 2 hurri-
cane. Over the next 24 hours, the hurri-
cane moved across southern Virginia, 
into Western Pennsylvania and Mary-
land. The storm surge in the Chesa-
peake Bay area surrounding Baltimore 
was 6 to 8 feet above normal levels. 

Even though Isabel was only a Cat-
egory 2 when making landfall, the hur-
ricane was directly or indirectly re-
sponsible for 50 deaths, including 7 in 
Maryland. The hurricane caused ap-
proximately $410 million in insured 
property damage in Maryland alone, 
with the number even higher when in-
cluding uninsured property damage. 

In my district alone, several hundred 
of my constituents lost their homes 
and everything they owned due to the 
flooding. 

People who lost everything have to 
pick themselves up and try to rebuild if 
they can. Many hurricane victims 
thought they had the right insurance 
and were covered for these losses. They 
were wrong. 

Hundreds who thought they were cov-
ered discovered that they did not have 
the proper coverage. They thought 
they understood their policies and 
what they were covered for. They did 
not. 

It was the technical nature of the 
policy documents and materials that 
were provided to these people that led 
to their confusion. 

My amendment seeks to remedy this 
situation so that, in the future, flood 
insurance policyholders will have a 
better understanding of what exactly 
their policy covers. We need to do that. 
We need to do what we can to make it 
crystal clear to policyholders what 
they are signing up for. 

My amendment will not rebuild 
houses or levees, but it is my hope that 
this amendment will help people better 
understand their policies and the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program so 
they are better prepared in the future. 
Our constituents deserve it, and I urge 
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. We are pre-
pared to accept the amendment on this 
side. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
RUPPERSBERGER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. JINDAL 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 11 
printed in House Report 109–530. 

Mr. JINDAL. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 11 offered by Mr. JINDAL: 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

new section (and conform the table of con-
tents accordingly): 
SEC. 20. ELIGIBILITY OF PROPERTY DEMOLITION 

AND REBUILDING FOR MITIGATION 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM. 

Section 1366(e)(5)(B) of the National Flood 
Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4104c(e)(5)(B)) 
is amended by inserting after ‘‘flood risk’’ 
the following: ‘‘, or the demolition and re-
building of structures located in such areas 
to at least Base Flood Elevation or any 
greater elevation required by any local ordi-
nance’’. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 891, the gentleman 
from Louisiana (Mr. JINDAL) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. JINDAL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Hurricanes Katrina and Rita im-
pacted hundreds of thousands of indi-
viduals and caused billions of dollars in 
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damage to public and private property. 
However, in the greater New Orleans 
area, directly in the path of the hurri-
cane, Hurricane Katrina, 63 mitigated 
private residences survived the hurri-
cane and did not flood despite being 
surrounded by properties receiving 3 to 
4 feet of water from levee breaches. 

b 1530 
In 2004, these properties were demol-

ished and rebuilt in place to higher 
code-compliant standards under an au-
thorized pilot program for mitigation 
of severe repetitive-loss properties. It 
is estimated that total benefits to the 
Nation of mitigation grants between 
mid-1993 and mid-2003 yielded $14 bil-
lion in savings at a cost of $3.5 billion, 
presenting an overall benefit-to-cost 
ratio of 4.0. 

Despite clear cost savings stemming 
from predisaster mitigation efforts, 
FEMA has failed to include intrinsic 
project eligibility criteria from its 
widely successful 2004 severe repet-
itive-loss pilot program into its na-
tional Flood Mitigation Assistance 
grant program. Many communities are 
interested in buying out repetitively 
flooded properties, but other commu-
nities and property owners are inter-
ested in measures that retain afford-
able housing and private ownership. 

The list of eligible activities under 
FEMA does not include demolition and 
rebuilding, and FEMA has interpreted 
this omission as a statutory limita-
tion, despite language that allows ap-
proval of other activities not explicitly 
described in the National Flood Insur-
ance Reform Act of 1994. 

My amendment is fairly straight-
forward. It merely clarifies that demo-
lition and rebuilding should be a miti-
gation option available under the reg-
ular Flood Mitigation Assistance pro-
gram. The demolition and rebuilding 
option is specifically allowed under the 
Severe Repetitive Loss Program cre-
ated by the Flood Insurance Reform 
Act of 2004 and FEMA has interpreted 
the difference to mean it cannot ap-
prove the measure under FMA. This 
creates unnecessary confusion, re-
stricted options at local government 
levels, and a waste of taxpayer money. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JINDAL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, we are 
prepared to accept the amendment. 

Mr. JINDAL. I thank the chairman 
and the ranking member for their sup-
port. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. If the 
gentleman would yield, I am perfectly 
prepared to offer support subsequent to 
the thanks. Sequence doesn’t seem im-
portant. 

Mr. JINDAL. I thank the gentleman, 
and I want to thank the chairman and 
the ranking member for their work on 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 

the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
JINDAL). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MRS. JO ANN 

DAVIS OF VIRGINIA 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 12 
printed in House Report 109–530. 

Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 12 offered by Mrs. JO ANN 
DAVIS of Virginia: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 
SECTION 20. SAMPLING METHODS FOR QUALITY 

ASSURANCE. 
Section 1345 of the National Flood Insur-

ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4081) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(d) SAMPLING METHODS FOR QUALITY AS-
SURANCE.—In selecting the cases and claims 
for operational reviews and claims re-inspec-
tions regarding the national flood insurance 
program under this title, the Director shall 
use a statistically valid probability sample 
whose results can be generalized to the en-
tire population of reviews and claims from 
which the sample is drawn and whose sam-
pling error can be quantified.’’. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 891, the gentlewoman 
from Virginia (Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Virginia. 

Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

I want to thank the Financial Serv-
ices Committee under Chairman 
OXLEY, Representative BAKER and Rep-
resentative NEY, and their leadership 
in taking aggressive action to address 
the long-term financial security and 
management of the National Flood In-
surance Program. 

After Hurricane Isabel struck my dis-
trict in 2003, I have watched as many of 
my constituents have struggled to re-
build their lives. My heart goes out to 
all those along the gulf coast as they 
face the monumental task of rebuild-
ing as well. 

I still have concerns with oversight 
policies of the National Flood Insur-
ance Program. Thousands trust and 
rely on their flood insurance to restore 
property destroyed by flood waters. 
However, many have been disappointed 
to find that the claims adjustment 
process is unfair and inadequate. 

Although the NFIP falls under 
FEMA, the majority of flood insurance 
policies are sold and administered by 
private insurance agencies. Most of the 
management and oversight functions 
have been contracted to the Computer 
Sciences Corporation, CSC. As a result, 
billions of dollars in policyholders’ pre-
miums and, ultimately the borrowing 
authority of the United States Treas-
ury, pass through a few hands. 

I believe that lack of oversight by 
FEMA has resulted in mismanaged and 

underpaid claims. A 2005 GAO study 
highlighted FEMA’s oversight failures, 
stating that FEMA did not use a statis-
tically valid method for sampling files 
to be reviewed in monitoring and over-
sight activities. As a result, FEMA 
cannot determine the overall accuracy 
of claims settled for specific flood 
events or assess the overall perform-
ance of insurance companies and adjus-
tors in fulfilling their responsibilities 
to the NFIP. 

This amendment is in line with 
GAO’s recommendation and would di-
rect FEMA to utilize a statistically ap-
propriate sampling method for claims 
reviews and quality assurance pur-
poses. I offer this amendment to im-
prove the oversight of the National 
Flood Insurance Program. 

My constituents, flood victims in 
Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, 
Texas, and Florida, and the American 
taxpayer deserve it; and I urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. I 
yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, we are 
prepared to accept the amendment and 
congratulate the gentlewoman on her 
foresight and her amendment. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. If the 
gentlewoman would continue to yield, 
we also find the amendment very ac-
ceptable. 

Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. I 
thank my colleagues. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-

tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Virginia (Mrs. 
JO ANN DAVIS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MRS. JO ANN 

DAVIS OF VIRGINIA 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 13 
printed in House Report 109–530. 

Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 13 offered by Mrs. JO ANN 
DAVIS of Virginia: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 
SEC. 20. EXTENSION OF DEADLINE FOR FILING 

PROOF OF LOSS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1312 of the Na-

tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4019) is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a) PAYMENT.—’’ before 
‘‘The Director’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(b) FILING DEADLINE FOR PROOF OF LOSS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In establishing any re-

quirements regarding notification, proof, or 
approval of claims for damage to or loss of 
property which is covered by flood insurance 
made available under this title, the Director 
may not require an insured to notify the Di-
rector of such damage or loss, submit a 
claim for such damage or loss, or certify to 
or submit proof of such damage or loss, be-
fore the expiration of the 180-day period that 
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begins on the date that such damage or loss 
occurred. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Notwithstanding any 
deadline established in accordance with 
paragraph (1), the Director may not deny a 
claim for damage or loss described in such 
paragraph solely for failure to meet such 
deadline if the insured demonstrates any 
good cause for such failure.’’. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.—Subsection (b) of sec-
tion 1312 of the National Flood Insurance Act 
of 1968, as added by subsection (a)(2) of this 
section, shall apply with respect to any 
claim under which the damage to or loss of 
property occurred on or after September 18, 
2003. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 891, the gentlewoman 
from Virginia (Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Virginia. 

Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, Hurricane Isabel 
struck the eastern United States in 
September of 2003, one of the worst dis-
asters in Virginia history. The finan-
cial damages exceeded $1.5 billion. 
Winds destroyed homes, knocked down 
trees and power lines, leading to mas-
sive power outages. Large storm surges 
flooded homes and properties across 
eastern Virginia, Maryland, North 
Carolina, and Pennsylvania. 

Many residents in my district, the 
First District of Virginia, are still 
struggling to rebuild following Hurri-
cane Isabel which struck them in 2003. 
Some are still living in FEMA trailers. 
Many have been shattered to learn that 
flood insurance won’t cover their 
losses. 

I have spoken to many misled policy-
holders who had their claims mis-
managed by the National Flood Insur-
ance Program. Claimants were report-
edly pressured to sign adjustors’ proof 
of loss within 60 days of the flood, even 
though they believed that the adjus-
tors had underestimated both the scope 
of damage and the associated cost of 
repairs to their properties. 

My amendment would extend the 
proof-of-loss filing deadline to 180 days 
and should not be used as a technical 
basis to deny a claim, and make it ret-
roactive to September 18, 2003 to pro-
vide much-needed relief for Isabel vic-
tims. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. I 
yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, once 
again, I am prepared to accept the gen-
tlewoman’s amendment. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. If the 
gentlewoman will yield, we also accept 
the amendment. 

Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. I 
thank my colleagues. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 

the gentlewoman from Virginia (Mrs. 
JO ANN DAVIS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. 

ROHRABACHER 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 14 
printed in House Report 109–530. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 14 offered by Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 
SEC. 20. RATES FOR PROPERTY AFFECTED BY 

FEDERALLY FUNDED FLOOD CON-
TROL PROJECTS. 

Section 1308 of the National Flood Insur-
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4015) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(g) EFFECT OF FLOOD CONTROL 
PROJECTS.—Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, in any case where a flood con-
trol project constructed with Federal assist-
ance causes a property to become at greater 
risk for a flood than before the construction 
of the project, the chargeable rate for the 
property shall be— 

‘‘(1) the rate that the Director would have 
prescribed under subsection (a) if the flood 
control project had not been constructed; or 

‘‘(2) in the case of property that would not 
have been considered part of a flood-risk 
zone prior to construction of the flood con-
trol project, zero dollars.’’. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 891, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise to offer this amendment for the 
purpose of bringing equitable treat-
ment to people who have inadvertently 
been made subject to the National 
Flood Insurance Program by the unin-
tended consequences of a Federal flood 
control project. 

This amendment protects families 
who have been included in a flood zone 
due to the completion of a Federal 
flood control project in Southern Cali-
fornia. I have seen this situation first-
hand, where homeowners were required 
to purchase flood insurance, even 
though the home in which they reside 
and have lived in for decades has never 
been subject to flood insurance before. 

Ironically, this new flood insurance 
obligation came after the completion 
of a massive flood control project with-
in sight of their own home. The Santa 
Ana River Mainstream Project is a 
multi-billion dollar Army Corps of En-
gineers flood control project in Califor-
nia’s Orange and San Bernardino Coun-
ties. As a consequence of this Federal 
project, new flood maps were redrawn. 
These redrawn maps designated hun-
dreds of households to be at risk of 
flooding which were not previously so 
classified. Many of these fixed-income 
residents cannot readily afford the 

newly required flood insurance and 
must choose between the new costly in-
surance and other necessities of life. 

This downside, of course, does not di-
minish the tremendous good that has 
come from this and other flood control 
projects. In my district alone, the 
Santa Ana River Mainstream Project 
has made thousands of families safer 
and guarded billions of dollars’ worth 
of homes and other properties from 
damage and destruction, all of this 
achieved by the Army Corps of Engi-
neers on time and under budget. So I 
applaud the Army Corps’ dedication 
and professionalism and would like to 
thank them for a job well done. Those 
people in the floodplain have seen their 
insurance bills eliminated or reduced. 

That said, it is still important not to 
accomplish something good for many 
at the expense of a small, yet signifi-
cant, part of our community. As I have 
said, for some local people, upon com-
pletion of the flood control project, 
their flood liability inexplicably shot 
sky high. My amendment addresses 
this unfortunate and unintended con-
sequence. 

Under my amendment, homeowners 
not included in a flood zone prior to a 
Federal project but who become in-
cluded in a Federal flood zone because 
of that project will be issued flood in-
surance at no cost to them. Households 
that were included in a flood zone prior 
to a Federal project but are put at 
greater flood risk because of the 
project will be provided flood insurance 
at a price formula that was in place be-
fore the Federal project was completed. 

This is the least we can do to help 
these people out, making them whole, 
due to their suffering from a Federal 
project, especially when we realize that 
their neighbors enjoy the benefits of 
this Federal project in the form of 
lower or no insurance premiums and 
end up with safer houses and safer 
homes. 

Mr. Chairman, we shouldn’t be mak-
ing a small group bear a huge burden in 
order to accomplish something good. 
My amendment will prevent the unin-
tended harm done to a few as a result 
of a flood control project aimed at 
helping many. So I ask my colleagues 
to support this fairness amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I claim the time in opposi-
tion. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

First, to the extent there is an issue 
here, it is being addressed in the wrong 
place, that is, if we have decided to get 
benefits from the Federal flood insur-
ance program, any cost that accrues 
from that ought to be part of the flood 
control program. That is, it does not 
make sense from the budgetary stand-
point to give a hit to the Federal flood 
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insurance program because of a Federal 
flood control program. 

That is what this amendment does in 
this structure, that is, we pay for the 
Federal flood control program over 
here, and that will result in some peo-
ple under this amendment now getting 
Federal flood insurance and not paying 
anything for it. It will, therefore, un-
dercut our efforts to make the Federal 
flood insurance program a fiscally 
sound one. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Do you think if 
we have imposed a liability on some-
one, and they have not in any way con-
tributed to that, that we should 
then—— 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. No, 
the gentleman misses my point en-
tirely. I was talking now, assuming 
that point, as to where the compensa-
tion should come from. I do not think 
it is reasonable to charge the Federal 
flood insurance program. We have prob-
lems with Federal flood insurance. 

If in fact the gentleman wants to 
pursue that principle, it ought to be 
with regard to the financing of the 
flood control programs. That is, if as a 
consequence of flood control there is 
going to be this problem, I do not 
think, Mr. Chairman, that we ought to 
charge the Flood insurance program 
with it. 

The second thing I would say is that 
the gentleman talked about people on 
fixed incomes. Several times today in 
the amendment by the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT) and an 
amendment that was going to be of-
fered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GREEN), the question of some spe-
cial consideration for lower-income 
homeowners has come up. I am all in 
favor of that. I think we should go for-
ward with that. I think we ought to be 
looking at some kind of relief for 
lower-income people, and I would in-
clude those who will be affected this 
way and others. 

But where we are talking about peo-
ple who are quite prosperous, the Fed-
eral flood control programs are done 
for a good reason; and it may be, by the 
way, that while, yes, you, as a result of 
the Federal flood control program have 
some more costs, you may also get 
some benefits. I don’t think you can do 
a general principle in that. You may 
benefit. 

But the main problem I have is this: 
the result of this amendment, if adopt-
ed, would be to weaken the principle of 
the fiscal balance and integrity of the 
flood insurance program. 

b 1545 

It would say that people would get 
flood insurance who were at risk of 
flooding and either pay nothing for it 
or pay far less than they should be. I 
hope this amendment is defeated. 

I would then be glad to join the gen-
tleman in talking to the committee of 

jurisdiction, to say when you are doing 
a flood control program take this into 
account, and maybe you want to put 
some funding into that. But I do not 
want to weaken the fiscal integrity of 
the flood insurance program. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, we are not talking 
about establishing policy here. This is 
not the government’s money or the 
program’s money. We are talking about 
the people’s money. The money comes 
directly from people’s pockets. I per-
sonally think a lot of people out there 
will personally resent being called af-
fluent or what you hinted at, more af-
fluent people. 

Let me note for my colleague many 
people affected by this are lower-mid-
dle-income people who live in trailers 
and the like. Why should we have these 
people pay a hefty penalty in order to 
help other people? All they know is 
that the Federal Government has es-
tablished policies that end up costing 
them, perhaps the money they need for 
their children, perhaps the money they 
need for their grandchildren. 

These are the policies we are estab-
lishing for a small group of people. 
That is unfair, and we should not con-
done those policies. 

This will not put at risk the insur-
ance program. It will make it fairer, 
and it will mean in the future that 
these things will have to be taken into 
consideration instead of just robbing 
some small group of citizens. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield myself 11⁄4 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, once again, the gen-

tleman totally misrepresents my argu-
ment. I didn’t say everyone was afflu-
ent. I said, in fact, that those who are 
of low income ought to get the relief 
here, as they should elsewhere in the 
program. But some will be affluent. 
The point, however, is this. 

If you give some people flood insur-
ance for free, as this amendment would 
do, then everybody else who gets flood 
insurance pays for it. The flood insur-
ance program is supposed to be self-fi-
nancing, so it will result in increases in 
flood insurance premiums. 

The gentleman said, if it is going to 
impose costs, that should be taken into 
account. That was precisely my origi-
nal point. The costs to people who will 
now have a flood insurance obligation 
ought to be taken into account when 
you do the benefit/cost analysis of the 
flood control program. But that is not 
what happens. 

Under the gentleman’s amendment, 
we have two separate processes. You 
decide to do flood control; and then, 
having done flood control, if that re-
sults in some people having to pay 
flood insurance, the flood insurance 
program gets stuck with it. It has 
nothing to do with the financial side of 
flood control. 

I agree we should look at that but 
from the same source the flood control 

programs come in. Telling everyone 
who now pays flood insurance pre-
miums that they will be subsidizing 
these people is also an unfairness. 

As the gentleman said, if you start 
this principle of I was here first and 
then the flood came, I don’t know how 
extendable that would be. I think it is 
a mistake to set the precedent that 
some people will get flood insurance 
for nothing. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself my final 30 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just note we 
have a chance to undo a grave injustice 
here. Some people, yes, have large 
homes. Some people have small homes 
who have been done this injustice. 

It is wrong, it is unjust to take 
money from people and force them into 
a flood insurance program when they 
had bought their property based on to-
tally different circumstances and we 
have changed the circumstances on 
them. This is not fair. 

We have a chance to rectify it now. 
We can sit here and argue what budget 
it should come out of. That doesn’t do 
them any good. 

We need to try to rectify the situa-
tion for hundreds of homes in my area 
where the homeowners bought property 
knowing that it was not under flood 
risk, and we, through our actions, put 
them in jeopardy. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, how much time is remaining 
for me? 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Forty-five 
seconds remain. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Oregon. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman is recognized for the remaining 
time. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. This is not a 
unique circumstance. What is hap-
pening is that, when you have a situa-
tion where development that might be 
federally financed, it might be a free-
way project, it might be something in 
a military base, it might be something 
in a flood control, that changes the cir-
cumstance that results in people being 
in a flood plain. 

Mr. FRANK’s point is that, regardless 
of the program, are you going to have 
the Federal Government somehow pay, 
are you going to stick four million 
flood insurance premium payers to pay 
the cost of the military or of the Corps 
of Engineers or of the road project? His 
point is, you shouldn’t stick four mil-
lion innocent flood insurance premium 
payers. 

If you want to set a standard that the 
Federal Government will pay for these, 
then go ahead and do that. Finance it 
separately, but don’t stick innocent 
people who have flood insurance.. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California Mr. 
ROHRABACHER). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I demand a recorded vote, and pending 
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that, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California will be 
postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MR. PEARCE 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 15 
printed in House Report 109–530. 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 15 offered by Mr. PEARCE: 
Page 9, line 6, strike ‘‘AND TRANSITION.—’’ 

and all that follows through ‘‘EFFECTIVE 
DATE’’. 

Page 9, strike line 13 and all that follows 
through page 10, line 15. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 891, the gentleman 
from New Mexico (Mr. PEARCE) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to offer an 
amendment to the Flood Insurance Re-
form and Modernization Act, H.R. 4973. 

Chairman BAKER’s bill make some 
great strides in helping insure the sta-
bility of our Nation’s flood insurance 
system, yet, like most legislation, 
there is room for improvement. For 
that reason, I am offering an amend-
ment that helps insure the National 
Flood Insurance Program has the re-
sources it needs to cover all its costs. 

We have a duty to find savings wher-
ever possible to make sure the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program has 
sufficient resources to cover all its 
costs by phasing out subsidies for pre- 
FIRM nonresidential properties, vaca-
tion and secondary homes. The com-
mittee has already agreed that these 
subsidies are a luxury we can no longer 
afford. I agree with the committee’s 
premise that these subsidies should be 
eliminated. 

However, I believe that we can go 
further and eliminate these subsidies 
now. We should not wait another half 
decade to restore fiscal responsibility 
to the program. When the next flood 
strikes, how will we explain to those 
who have lost everything that help is 
tight because we are still subsidizing 
someone’s vacation home? In the wake 
of the Katrina disaster, with the flood 
insurance program facing liabilities of 
between 23 and $25 billion, why should 
we continue to subsidize flood insur-
ance for vacation homes? My amend-
ment will inject $335 million into the 
flood insurance program next year. 

While the committee predicts that 
their phase-in saves $1.5 billion from 
2007 to 2016, I respectfully submit that 
the Pearce amendment will save much 

more much sooner. While I respect my 
chairman’s commitment to phasing out 
these subsidies, I believe we can and 
should, for the good of the program, 
eliminate them now. 

I hope my colleagues will join me 
supporting this amendment to elimi-
nate those costly subsidies and help 
bring the NFIP back into sound fiscal 
condition. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I claim the time in opposi-
tion. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, we debated earlier an 
amendment by the gentleman from 
New Jersey, which as adopted would 
put residential properties into the 
phase-in. This would take nonresiden-
tial properties and second homes out of 
the phase-in. 

I believe it would be a mistake and 
could result in a severe economic 
shock to a number of communities. We 
are talking about, in the bill, accom-
plishing the goal that this amendment 
accomplishes. 

The question is, how quickly do you 
do it? We have a phase-in to full actu-
arial rates at 15 percent a year. For 
some individuals who may own an iso-
lated second home, that is one thing. 
We have many communities in this 
country where the basis of their econ-
omy is second homes, vacation homes 
and also facilities that service vacation 
homes. To immediately raise all the in-
surance rates on all of those properties 
in that community seems to me to sub-
ject them to an economic shock which 
is unwise. 

The 15 percent rate, we think, is an 
unreasonable one. We are talking about 
a period of years, 5 or 6 years, before 
you get to the full amount. 

But that is the issue. Do you go to 
these communities, and, again, we do 
have, and that has been one of the 
issues here, people who bought under 
certain assumptions, people who paid 
for property figuring a certain amount. 
Vacation homes is one thing. People 
brought commercial properties. People 
figured out, okay, I bought this prop-
erty. This is how I am going to make 
my living. How can I make money on 
this? What is the cash flow? 

And the insurance premiums are a 
part of it. To increase those insurance 
premiums in 1 year, without a phase- 
in, could threaten the viability from 
small businesses, small business people 
who have been careful about calcu-
lating their risk. 

We have given them the 15 percent 
increase. There was obviously resist-
ance to that. There were people in 
shoreline communities and vacation 
communities and elsewhere who don’t 
like the notion of getting to actuarial 
soundness. 

But to do it without any phase-in at 
all, to do it overnight, is a problem, 
not just for the second homes, and 

maybe people are less sympathetic to 
people’s vacations, but with non-
commercial property small business 
owners. You are talking about a sig-
nificant, immediate significant in-
crease in the insurance of small busi-
ness owners. That seems to me an un-
wise thing for us to do when we can get 
there a little bit slower but get there 
with the phase-in. 

I would remind people that, even 
with the phase-in, the Taxpayers 
Union, Citizens Against Government 
Waste support this bill. I do not think 
it is a mistake for us to be gradual, not 
taking forever, 5 or 6 years, in hitting 
business owners, small business owners 
with a very significant increase in 
their flood insurance. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, as I lis-
ten to the arguments of the other side, 
I would just note that the people in the 
Second District of New Mexico gen-
erally average under $30,000 a year net 
income; $70,000 would buy most homes 
in the Second District of New Mexico. 
To explain to those people why they 
are subsidizing vacation homes on 
coastlines, many times they are seeing 
on TV the same reports that I am see-
ing that someone with a 4 or $500,000 
home gets to rebuild it multiple times. 
It is very difficult for me to explain 
that to my constituents. Just under-
stand and appreciate the gentleman’s 
argument that it could provide a severe 
economic impact. 

Frankly, to tax the lower income 
people of the rest of the country to 
avoid those impacts seems to me that 
we are making choices that are not 
ours to make. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, first, you don’t get $500,000. 
There is a cap. 

Secondly, we do agree that people 
should reach to full actuarial amounts. 
It depends on when. 

Third, I would say, every time some-
thing comes up, there are cost sub-
sidies. 

People in my district don’t grow 
much corn or much wheat, and we pay 
some subsidies. There are people who 
don’t have any public transportation, 
and they do. 

This is one country. The government 
is not a supermarket where you go in 
and pay for only exactly what you buy 
off the shelf. There is some joint effort. 

But the other problem is the gen-
tleman from New Mexico has not de-
scribed his amendment completely. 

What about small business people, he 
says, second homes and other prop-
erties? You have that problem with 
people who have businesses. What do 
you do with smaller businesses, people 
who have brought businesses in these 
vacation areas who are trying to make 
a living and who made a calculation 
based on insurance? What about them? 
These are not necessarily fat guys. 
What do you do to them when you im-
mediately and without any phase-in at 
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all give them what could be a very sig-
nificant increase in their insurance? 

So that is the problem that we have. 
That is where we have the difference 
with our friend from New Mexico, not 
simply with regard to the second home 
but to the businesses. 

Mr. Chairman, I would reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, you 
have heard the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts speak against this amend-
ment. He highlights his interest in pre-
serving a phase-in period included in 
the underlying bill. I have the utmost 
respect for him, but I must disagree. 

At a time when the flood insurance 
program system is facing record bor-
rowing and interest payments, we have 
the responsibilities to remove luxuries 
from the program. 

The final point we should make is 
simple. This amendment will result in 
an additional $335 million in premium 
payments to the flood insurance pro-
gram. This will help preserve the finan-
cial stability of the program and re-
duce the burden on taxpayers. This is a 
good amendment, and I urge all my 
colleagues to vote ‘‘yes.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, there are two aspects that 
have to be considered, one, the impact 
on vacation communities. It is not 
only wealthy people. You are talking 
about the businesses, the hotel owners, 
the small business people, the res-
taurant owners, the rooming house 
owners. They would get a heavy impact 
here. Cumulatively, if you affect all 
the commercial property in one of 
these areas, then you will also affect 
the whole area. 

The economic impact on small busi-
ness people and on entire communities 
of a 100 percent overnight significant 
increase in insurance is not something 
we ought to be inflicting on people. 
The phase-in is reasonable. They 
should be getting actuarial rates but at 
a reasonable pace. 

b 1600 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-

tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr. 
PEARCE). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the ayes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New Mexico will 
be postponed. 
AMENDMENT NO. 16 OFFERED BY MRS. MILLER OF 

MICHIGAN 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 16 
printed in House Report 109–530. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 16 offered by Mrs. MILLER 
of Michigan: 

Page 24, after line 6, insert the following: 
‘‘(5) GREAT LAKES FLOOD LEVEL STUDY.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 

after the completion by the International 
Joint Commission of The Upper Great Lakes 
Study, the Director shall request the Corps 
of Engineers to complete a new inundation 
map for areas surrounding the upper Great 
Lakes and their interconnecting channels to 
assist the Director in the development of 
maps identifying 100- and 500-year flood in-
undation areas for those areas. 

‘‘(B) REQUIREMENTS.—The Director shall 
request the Corps of Engineers, in com-
pleting new inundation map under subpara-
graph (A), to— 

‘‘(i) utilize data and findings from The 
Upper Great Lakes Study by the Inter-
national Joint Commission, including any 
changes to the International Joint Commis-
sion’s Order of Approval at St. Mary’s River; 
and 

‘‘(ii) accurately show the flood inundation 
of each property by flood risk in the flood-
plain. 

‘‘(C) VALIDITY OF STUDY.—The Director 
shall take such actions as may be necessary 
to ensure that the maps completed pursuant 
to the request under subparagraph (A) are 
valid and appropriate for use for purposes of 
the national flood insurance program. 

‘‘(D) COMPLETION OF STUDY.—In making the 
request under subparagraph (A), the Director 
shall request that the Corps of Engineers 
complete the new inundation map not later 
than 18 months after the date of the comple-
tion of The Upper Great Lakes Study by the 
International Joint Commission. 

‘‘(E) LIMITATION OF ELEVATION INCREASES.— 
The Director shall not increase the base 
flood elevation in any community sur-
rounding the upper Great Lakes and their 
interconnecting channels until the Corps of 
Engineers completes the new inundation 
map pursuant to the request under subpara-
graph (A). 

‘‘(F) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this 
paragraph, the following definitions shall 
apply: 

‘‘(i) The term ‘upper Great Lakes’ means 
Lake Superior, Lake Michigan, Lake Huron, 
and Lake Erie. 

‘‘(ii) The term ‘interconnecting channels’ 
means the St. Mary’s River, St. Clair River, 
Lake St. Clair, the Detroit River, and the Ni-
agara River up to Niagara Falls.’’. 

Page 24, line 7, strike ‘‘(5)’’ and insert 
‘‘(6)’’. 

Page 24, line 18, strike ‘‘(6)’’ and insert 
‘‘(7)’’. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 891, the gentlewoman 
from Michigan (Mrs. MILLER) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Michigan. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself as much time 
as I might consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment has 
the potential actually to impact mil-
lions of property owners, millions of 
them, property owners that live on, 
near or around the Upper Great Lakes, 
which is essentially everything in the 

Great Lakes Basin upstream from Ni-
agara Falls. So Lake Superior, Lake 
Michigan, Lake Huron, Lake Erie, 
Lake St. Clair, and then the rivers of 
Saint Mary, the Saint Clair River, the 
Detroit River and the Niagara River. 

Mr. Chairman, FEMA is currently en-
gaged in doing what the Congress di-
rected them to do, and that is to up-
date and to modernize flood maps 
across the entire Nation. And I cer-
tainly recognize that with new tech-
nology, we can and we should update 
the maps to convert them into a user- 
friendly digital format which will ac-
count for property development and 
growth as well as changes in topog-
raphy. So I certainly want to make 
clear that I support authorizing funds 
so that this important work continues. 

However, I do believe that property 
owners on the Upper Great Lakes are 
being treated unfairly by this process, 
because I can show over and over and 
over again how these property owners, 
who very rarely flood nor have the po-
tential to flood, are actually being 
abused by the National Flood Insur-
ance Program. Just those in the cur-
rent floodplain are already paying in 
substantially more in premiums than 
they will ever, ever receive in claims 
out. And now FEMA wants to include 
more. And they want more. 

Mr. Chairman, I would submit that if 
any private insurance company was 
trying to get away with this, the State 
insurance commissioners in the Great 
Lakes States would be revoking their 
licenses to sell insurance. Let me just 
give you one example: in regards to 
FEMA’s proposal for remapping in the 
Great Lakes region they are basing 
raising the base flood elevation an ad-
ditional 14 inches, they say to accu-
rately reflect the risk of flooding. 

But this is predicated on data from 
1988. This was 2 years after the abso-
lute high recorded rate levels for the 
Great Lakes ever. And during that 
time, none of the new properties FEMA 
is talking about bringing into the 
floodplain actually flooded, nor was it 
in danger of flooding. 

Since that time, in Lake St. Clair 
alone, the lake levels have dropped 
over 3 feet and they are now, it is now 
almost 5 feet below the current flood 
elevation. And most importantly, if 
you really want to look at historic 
averages, the lake level has only 
changed an average depth of less than 
6 inches per year. Yet, if FEMA goes 
ahead with their proposal, the new base 
flood elevation will be 6 feet above the 
current lake levels. And for the lake 
levels to rise that much, I think that 
the polar ice caps would probably have 
to melt next year. And I don’t believe 
even Al Gore is predicting something 
like that. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment sim-
ply asks for FEMA to do no more 
harm, to keep their status quo on the 
Great Lakes property owners and base 
their new maps on updated data. 

My amendment would require that 
the Army Corps of Engineers would 
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have to wait until they have the re-
sults of a 5-year study, which is cur-
rently being undertaken by the Inter-
national Joint Commission, the IJC. I 
believe they are 2 years into their 5- 
year study. This will be the most com-
prehensive lake level study completed. 
And certainly we can all agree that 
using sound science when literally hun-
dreds of millions of dollars are about to 
be assessed against American property 
owners is the most prudent course of 
action. I would urge my colleagues to 
support the Miller amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. 
BONNER). The gentleman is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman. 
I yield myself 3 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-

tion to this amendment. Part of what I 
find a little ironic is the notion that 
these flood levels will never increase 
for the lakes. I have heard already in 
the last 24 hours here in Washington, 
D.C. as people say, ‘‘my basement has 
never flooded before’’. Welcome to the 
world of flood management. 

The Gentlewoman referenced global 
warming. We don’t know where we are 
going in terms of melting the ice caps. 
But the point is, we don’t have to get 
that far into the future and invoke 
former Vice President Al Gore. 

We are not treating anybody unfairly 
under the mapping program. The Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program is a 
voluntary program. If a community 
really feels that the building insurance 
requirements are too burdensome, they 
don’t have to participate. Participation 
in the NFIP and its requirements is not 
a malicious financial burden on com-
munities. It is a privilege that provides 
the community with the resources it 
needs to protect itself from floods. 

This amendment would have the ef-
fect of delaying the implementation of 
flood maps meant to protect commu-
nities and having Congress intervene. 
And I, with all due respect, think our 
record in approving projects, we just 
heard from Mr. ROHRABACHER, that ac-
tually increased flooding, is not a very 
strong record. For us to sit in judg-
ment and second guess the experts, I 
think is wrong. It would be a terrible 
precedent. 

Congress should not be involved with 
determining flood maps. FEMA deter-
mines base flood elevations using wide-
ly accepted statistical engineering 
analysis. Artificially preventing flood 
elevations from going up would be the 
same as underestimating flood risks 
and leading people to build homes that 
are not safe and putting Congress’s 
stamp of approval. 

There is no such thing as zero risk. A 
property in the 100-year floodplain has 
a 96 percent chance of being flooded in 
the next hundred years without global 
warming. The fact that several years 
go by without a flood does not change 

that probability. For example, water 
levels in the Great Lakes fluctuated. In 
1986 the Great Lakes hit their highest 
levels in recorded history. This could 
happen again. 

Raising the base flood elevations will 
not impact homes that were built be-
fore a revised map was issued. Nothing 
in the regulations requires a pre-exist-
ing home to be upgraded simply be-
cause a new map with a higher base 
flood elevation is produced. Only new 
buildings and substantially improved 
buildings that are started after the new 
maps become effective will be im-
pacted. 

We have heard after Katrina hit peo-
ple were shocked. They didn’t think 
they would be affected. We found out 
that we haven’t done enough to include 
wide enough areas. This amendment 
would be a tragic and unnecessary step 
backwards. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I appreciate the arguments 
opposed to my amendment. I did not 
say that we never thought that the 
lake levels would ever rise or that we 
would flood. Obviously, I think there 
are a lot of factors that go into the 
lake levels rising. You have factors 
that are manmade, like the Chicago di-
versionary canal. You have got the 
Sault Locks. You have got the St. Lau-
rence Seaway. The biggest factor has 
nothing to with man, and that is God. 
God makes the lake levels go up and 
down, I think. 

But I would say this: I think this is 
an issue of financial fairness. I really 
do believe that. And the brutal reality 
is that FEMA actually needs more 
money to pay for all these flood insur-
ance claims that they have had in re-
cent years. Let me just cite this sta-
tistic, and let me ask anyone to tell me 
with a straight face that it is fair and 
equitable: between 1978 and 2002, there 
were 10 States that received more in 
claims than what they paid in policies, 
in fact, over $1.5 billion more. And the 
average premium for policyholders in 
those States was $223. 

Michigan, on the other hand, paid al-
most $120 million more into the pro-
gram than it received back in claims. 
Yet the average premium for our pol-
icyholders was $260. And this is a com-
mon element in all of the Great Lakes 
States, the same States that are pay-
ing year after year after year, decade 
after decade, much more than others. 
And I think they are being taken ad-
vantage of by the flood insurance pro-
gram. 

Again, I would urge my colleagues to 
support the Miller amendment. This is 
a good bill. I think my amendment 
makes a good bill better. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gentle-
woman’s time has expired. 

The gentleman from Oregon is recog-
nized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 1 of the remaining 2 min-
utes. 

The fact that Michigan has paid in 
more than they have received, or that 

10 States have paid in more than they 
have received during the last 20 years 
is irrelevant. The point is that it is a 
flood insurance program. And some 
years you are going to get more; some 
years you are going to get less. And 
you don’t look at it over a 10-year or a 
20-year program. 

We make it as fair as we can, and we 
look at the probabilities. We need to 
update all of the floodplain maps so 
that we minimize any fluctuation. If 
everybody who was upset that they got 
back less than they paid in was mon-
keying around with updating the maps, 
then the system would be more and 
more out of whack and there would be 
more and more inequity. 

What we should do is allow FEMA, 
the Corps of Engineers, to do their job, 
to update all of the maps and make it 
fair. Make no mistake, make no mis-
take; if a tremendous flood comes, peo-
ple are going to want their help now, 
and they will understand why they paid 
a little more at another time. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time, and I reserve the right to 
close. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gentle-
woman’s time has expired, so the gen-
tleman is recognized to close. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I yield to the 
distinguished ranking member. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to say, as I said be-
fore, we are running here a national 
program. And if it becomes 50 separate 
State programs or a couple of thousand 
separate county programs, you lose the 
insurance principle. 

And it is also the case, and I under-
stand that there are programs into 
which Massachusetts pays more than it 
gets back. Under Medicaid, we get a 
lower percentage of reimbursement 
than other States do. We have public 
transportation and we benefit. But we 
don’t have much that is subsidized ag-
riculturally. 

I think the notion that every State 
can have a balance sheet destroys, the 
Articles of Confederation embody that 
principle, but not the Constitution. 

You cannot run a national program 
based on need, based on response to sit-
uations on a nationwide basis if you 
have this kind of a balance thing. 

So I agree, we should be pushing 
FEMA to do the right thing; but if we 
begin to pick and choose based on one 
State, you know, we will have a situa-
tion where every State will be looking 
to make money and none will be pay-
ing in, and pretty soon there won’t be 
anything left. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of the Miller amendment. It is important that 
the record here today reflects that FEMA is 
proposing to revise base flood elevations 
using flawed methods and old data. 

In my home state of Michigan, FEMA has 
proposed raising the base flood elevation, sig-
nificantly in some areas. While FEMA should 
work to keep flood maps up-to-date, indeed 
updating these maps is one of the purposes of 
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this bill, it must do so in a responsible manner, 
utilizing accurate data. Unfortunately, that has 
not been true in this case. 

FEMA’s proposal for base flood elevations 
in Michigan is based on a study that is 18 
years old. More to the point, the last year of 
data included in this 1988 study of Great 
Lakes water levels is the same year that the 
Great Lakes hit historic highs. Since then, 
water levels in the Great Lakes have fallen to 
historic lows. These elevations, which deter-
mine who is required to purchase flood insur-
ance, need to reflect the actual risk of flood-
ing. Commonsense, let alone science, should 
tell us very clearly that the risk of flooding is 
lower today that it was 18 years ago when this 
study was completed. 

Right now, the International Joint Commis-
sion, or IJC, is conducting a comprehensive 
study of Great Lakes water levels that will be 
completed in 2010 or 2011. This study will 
take a more realistic view of factors affecting 
lake levels, including increased population, 
water consumption, environmental changes 
and higher flow through the Great Lakes sys-
tem. 

This amendment would require FEMA to 
use the more up-to-date and accurate data 
that the IJC study will provide. I am not argu-
ing that Great Lakes states like Michigan 
should not have their flood maps updated, or 
that there should be some fixed ratio between 
premiums paid and damage claims received. 
What I am saying is that the revised flood 
maps should use the best data available, rath-
er than 20-year old data that does not reflect 
the true flood risk. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is about reforming 
and improving the National Flood Insurance 
Program. In doing so, we must signal to 
FEMA that they must be responsible in setting 
these flood elevations. In Michigan, FEMA is 
proceeding on the basis of bad data, and 
that’s going to lead to bad policy. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Michigan (Mrs. 
MILLER). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Michigan will 
be postponed. 

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE 
OF THE WHOLE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned, in the following order: 

Amendment No. 14 by Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER of California. 

Amendment No. 15 by Mr. PEARCE of 
New Mexico. 

Amendment No. 16 by Mrs. MILLER of 
Michigan. 

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. 
ROHRABACHER 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The pending 
business is the demand for a recorded 

vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 
vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 98, noes 327, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 322] 

AYES—98 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Bartlett (MD) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bilbray 
Boehlert 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bradley (NH) 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Campbell (CA) 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Culberson 
Deal (GA) 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Flake 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Graves 
Green, Gene 

Gutknecht 
Hall 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kuhl (NY) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Nadler 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Otter 

Paul 
Pearce 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pitts 
Poe 
Price (GA) 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rehberg 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Sherwood 
Shuster 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Tiahrt 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wicker 
Wilson (SC) 

NOES—327 

Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 

Burgess 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Camp (MI) 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
DeFazio 
DeGette 

Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 

Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 

Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Nussle 
Olver 
Osborne 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryun (KS) 

Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (PA) 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wilson (NM) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—7 

Abercrombie 
Cannon 
Carson 

Evans 
Johnson, Sam 
Ortiz 

Strickland 

b 1641 
Mr. CARDOZA, Mr. TAYLOR of Mis-

sissippi and Mr. SULLIVAN changed 
their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Messrs. SHUSTER, POE, HALL, 
SODREL, GILLMOR, FOSSELLA, 
BOOZMAN, TIAHRT and GALLEGLY 
and Mrs. KELLY changed their vote 
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MR. PEARCE 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The pending 

business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New Mexico (Mr. 
PEARCE) on which further proceedings 
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were postponed and on which the ayes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 
vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. This will be 

a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 76, noes 347, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 323] 

AYES—76 

Akin 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Barton (TX) 
Beauprez 
Bilbray 
Blackburn 
Burgess 
Campbell (CA) 
Cantor 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Cooper 
Deal (GA) 
Duncan 
Everett 
Feeney 
Flake 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gutknecht 

Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hensarling 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Inglis (SC) 
Istook 
Jenkins 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kolbe 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Marchant 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McMorris 
Miller (MI) 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Northup 
Norwood 
Otter 
Paul 
Pearce 

Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Price (GA) 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Sherwood 
Shuster 
Sodrel 
Stearns 
Tancredo 
Thornberry 
Wamp 
Westmoreland 
Wu 

NOES—347 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Bass 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Capito 

Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Edwards 

Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Holden 
Holt 

Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 

McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Ney 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Osborne 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (KY) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 

Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sweeney 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—9 

Abercrombie 
Bishop (UT) 
Cannon 

Carson 
Evans 
Johnson, Sam 

Ortiz 
Strickland 
Sullivan 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (during the 
vote). Members are advised there are 2 
minutes remaining in this vote. 

b 1648 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 16 OFFERED BY MRS. MILLER OF 

MICHIGAN 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The pending 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from Michigan (Mrs. MIL-
LER) on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 
vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. This will be 

a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 120, noes 304, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 324] 

AYES—120 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Boehlert 
Bono 
Bradley (NH) 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Camp (MI) 
Cantor 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Cole (OK) 
Conyers 
Davis, Tom 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dingell 
Doolittle 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
English (PA) 
Feeney 
Gerlach 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Green (WI) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 

Herger 
Higgins 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Jones (NC) 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
LaHood 
Levin 
Lewis (KY) 
Lucas 
Lynch 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Myrick 
Northup 
Obey 
Otter 
Paul 

Pearce 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Radanovich 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ryan (WI) 
Schakowsky 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tiahrt 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—304 

Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baker 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Butterfield 

Calvert 
Campbell (CA) 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 

Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
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Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayes 
Hensarling 
Herseth 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jindal 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 

Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Osborne 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 

Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (PA) 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—8 

Abercrombie 
Cannon 
Carson 

Evans 
Johnson, Sam 
Lewis (CA) 

Ortiz 
Strickland 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 
The Acting CHAIRMAN (during the 

vote). Members are advised there are 2 
minutes remaining in this vote. 

b 1657 
Mr. CONYERS and Mr. BURTON of 

Indiana changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ 
to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. Under the 

rule, the Committee rises. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
BISHOP of Utah) having assumed the 
chair, Mr. BONNER, Acting Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 4973) to restore 

the financial solvency of the national 
flood insurance program, and for other 
purposes, pursuant to House Resolution 
891, he reported the bill back to the 
House with sundry amendments adopt-
ed by the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put 
them en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 416, nays 4, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 325] 

YEAS—416 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 

Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 

Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 

Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMorris 
McNulty 

Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 

Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—4 

Higgins 
Inglis (SC) 

Rohrabacher 
Tancredo 

NOT VOTING—12 

Abercrombie 
Cannon 
Carson 
Evans 

Garrett (NJ) 
Johnson, Sam 
King (NY) 
Markey 

Ortiz 
Shuster 
Strickland 
Whitfield 

b 1719 

Mr. FLAKE changed his vote from 
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 
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So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 4973, FLOOD 
INSURANCE REFORM AND MOD-
ERNIZATION ACT OF 2006 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that in the engrossment 
of the bill, H.R. 4973, the Clerk be au-
thorized to correct section numbers, 
punctuation, and cross references and 
to make such other technical and con-
forming changes as may be necessary 
to reflect the actions of the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

f 

PERMISSION TO REDUCE TIME 
FOR ELECTRONIC VOTING DUR-
ING CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 5672, 
SCIENCE, STATE, JUSTICE, COM-
MERCE, AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2007 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that, during con-
sideration of H.R. 5672 pursuant to 
House Resolution 890, the Chair may 
reduce to 2 minutes the minimum time 
for electronic voting under clause 6 of 
rule XVIII and clause 9 of rule XX. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 5672, 
and that I may include tabular mate-
rial on the same. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

f 

SCIENCE, STATE, JUSTICE, COM-
MERCE, AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2007 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 890 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 5672. 

b 1720 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5672) 
making appropriations for Science, the 
Departments of State, Justice, and 

Commerce, and related agencies for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2007, 
and for other purposes, with Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered read the 
first time. 

The gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
WOLF) and the gentleman from West 
Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) each will con-
trol 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 11 minutes. 

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to begin consideration of H.R. 
5672, making appropriations for fiscal 
year 2007 for Science, the Departments 
of State, Justice, Commerce, and re-
lated agencies. This bill provides a 
funding for programs whose impact 
ranges from the safety of people in 
their homes and communities to the 
conduct of diplomacy around the world 
and to the farthest reaches of space ex-
ploration. 

The bill before the House today re-
flects the delicate balancing of needs 
and requirements. We have drafted 
what I consider a responsible bill for 
fiscal year 2007 spending levels for the 
Departments and agencies under the 
subcommittee’s jurisdiction. We have 
carefully prioritized the funding in the 
bill and made hard choices about how 
to spend the scarce resources. 

We have been very fair. We, the en-
tire Committee, have been very fair 
with each and every Member that has 
approached the subcommittee as we 
went through this entire process. 

I want to thank Chairman LEWIS for 
supporting us with what I believe is a 
fair allocation and helping us to move 
the bill forward. I also want to thank 
the ranking member, Mr. MOLLOHAN, 
who has been a very effective and val-
ued partner and colleague on the bill. I 
appreciate his principled commitment 
and understanding of the programs in 
the bill. 

I also want to thank members of the 
subcommittee for their help and assist-
ance: CHARLES TAYLOR, MARK KIRK, 
DAVE WELDON, Tom DeLay, VIRGIL 
GOODE, JOHN CULBERSON, RODNEY AL-
EXANDER, JOSÉ SERRANO, BUD CRAMER, 
PATRICK KENNEDY, CHAKA FATTAH, and 
also Mr. OBEY, the ranking member of 
the full committee. 

I truly appreciate the profes-
sionalism and cooperation of the mi-
nority staff. In particular, I want to 
thank David Pomerantz, Michelle 
Burkett, Sally Moorhead, Julie 
Aaronson and Rob Nabors from the 
Democratic staff, who have been an 
enormous help during all the long 
hours spent putting this bill together. 

I also, Mr. Chairman, want to thank 
the members of the subcommittee staff 
on both sides for their long hours to 
produce the fiscal year 2007 Science, 

State, Justice, Commerce bill. I would 
like to particularly thank Mike 
Ringler, the clerk of the sub-
committee, who has done an out-
standing job and really spent hours and 
hours away from his family, as have 
the others, and who has led the sub-
committee through the House appro-
priations process. 

I also want to thank publicly and 
personally Christine Kojac, John 
Martens, Anne Marie Goldsmith, Clelia 
Alvarado, and Darryl Hill for their 
tireless efforts. Their work is very 
much appreciated. Only a handful of us 
know how much time and effort they 
have put in, but I want to thank them. 
And the record ought to show, frankly, 
when history looks back, who gets 
credit for a lot of what has taken place. 

In my personal office, I would like to 
thank Dan Scandling, Janet Shaffron, 
J.T. Griffin, Samantha Stockman, and 
Courtney Schlieter for their efforts in 
working with the subcommittee; and 
from the minority, if I left out any-
body, I mentioned, I think, Dave 
Pomerantz, Michelle Burkett, and 
Julie Aaronson, but also Rob Nabors 
for their efforts with regard to this. 

We have worked in a bipartisan man-
ner. And that is just not rhetoric for 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, but it has 
truly been a bipartisan effort in put-
ting the bill together. And as a former 
staff member up here on Capitol Hill, I 
personally want to thank each and 
every one of them. They have really 
done an outstanding job. 

The bill contains $59.8 billion in dis-
cretionary spending. At a time of fiscal 
constraint, we have developed a bill 
that preserves critical domestic and 
international programs while living 
within our allocations. We have had to 
make some difficult choices and focus 
limited resources on programs that are 
most critical to the Nation. Program 
increases are focused on the most crit-
ical areas, including science and com-
petitiveness, counterterrorism, and law 
enforcement. 

For the Department of Justice, the 
bill includes $22.1 billion, $1 billion 
above the request. The bill includes a 
total of $2.57 billion for proven State 
and local law enforcement crime-fight-
ing programs to keep our communities 
safe. 

We have restored, and I stress the 
word ‘‘restored,’’ $1.1 billion above the 
request to the highest priority pro-
grams, including SCAAP, justice as-
sistance grants, and juvenile justice 
programs, all which the Administra-
tion proposed to eliminate or dramati-
cally reduce. That is $1.1 billion with a 
‘‘B.’’ 

The bill also includes important new 
investments to fight the national epi-
demic of methamphetamine abuse; $367 
million for justice assistance grants to 
support local drug task forces, a $50 
million increase; $99 million in grants 
to combat meth, a $36 million increase; 
and $40 million for drug courts, a $30 
million increase, which is a 300 percent 
increase in drug courts; and a $15 mil-
lion increase for DEA to support State 
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and local efforts to fight international 
trafficking. 

Gangs pose one of the greatest 
threats to the safety and security of all 
Americans. Today, gangs are more vio-
lent, more organized, and more wide-
spread than ever before. This bill fo-
cuses funding on fighting gangs and 
gang violence. We have increased the 
FBI and the ATF antigang programs, 
and restored funding to the gang resist-
ance training program. In addition, we 
have supported a $40 million gang pro-
gram following the Project Safe Neigh-
borhoods model that would allow each 
U.S. Attorney’s Office to finance 
antigang strategies in cooperation with 
State and local law enforcement. 

The bill also includes $6.04 billion for 
the FBI to include counterterrorism 
and counterintelligence capabilities, 
while continuing to fight crimes such 
as child exploitation, human traf-
ficking, and gang violence. Again, pro-
grams we have increased far over the 
administration level. 

I would also like to highlight that 
the bill continues funding for the eight 
faith-based rehabilitation programs in 
the Federal prison system and recog-
nizes the success that faith-based pro-
grams have had in reducing recidivism. 
Before I got elected to Congress I was 
involved in a prison program. You 
must give these men and women hope 
and an opportunity. So, I think this is 
a very important program at all the 
State, local, and Federal levels. 

Statistically, two out of every three 
inmates are likely to re-offend and end 
up back in prison, often with only days 
or months in their release. Therefore, 
it is critical we promote programs that 
help break this cycle, thereby improv-
ing the safety and the security of our 
communities. In light of the success 

the values-based programs have had in 
this regard, I encourage the Bureau of 
Prisons and state departments of cor-
rection to continue alternative treat-
ment programming that emphasizes 
the teaching of positive social values 
and reform character. 

It is immoral just to warehouse peo-
ple and not give them any rehabilita-
tion, faith-based programs, mental 
health or other programs. I have long 
been a supporter of these value-based 
types of programs and think they 
should be continued in Federal and 
State prisons. I hope that Congress will 
work to protect these programs. 

If you take these programs away, 
faith-based, mental health, what type 
of society will we have? 

In Science, the other focus in the bill 
this year is science and competitive-
ness. The capacity to innovate is the 
primary engine of our economy and our 
way of life. In order to sustain it, we 
must increase our investment in basic 
scientific research and strengthen 
science education. 

For this reason, the bill fully funds 
the President’s American Competitive-
ness Initiative, which includes a re-
commitment to doubling the funding 
for basic science research over 10 years. 

We have dramatically increased the 
NSF and NIST. 

For NASA, the bill includes $16.7 bil-
lion. 

I want to thank NASA and NIST 
chairman SHERWOOD BOEHLERT and 
VERN EHLERS, who really played a 
major role in this, and Mr. MOLLOHAN. 

In NASA, the bill restores $100 mil-
lion of the cut proposed to the aero-
nautic research and responds to the 
lower than anticipated increases for 
space science programs. 

The space shuttle is set to launch on 
Saturday, and the bill before you in-
cludes full funding for the shuttle pro-
gram to support the completion of the 
International Space Station and con-
tinuation of the shuttle safety im-
provements. 

In Commerce, we have dealt with 
critical functions of the National 
Weather Service and NOAA’s weather 
and climate forecasting. 

b 1730 

We have also included a 5.2 percent 
increase for the PTO and an increase of 
$72 million. For the State Department, 
and the broadcasting Board of gov-
ernors, a recommendation of $9.66 bil-
lion within this Federal, $1.7 billion to 
provide full funding request for world-
wide security and improvements. 

We have included the requested funds 
for international peacekeeping to pay 
the assessed costs for missions in 
Sudan, Haiti and elsewhere. We have 
included language to require notifica-
tion to the Committee that prevention 
and prosecution measures are taken to 
ensure zero tolerance in sexual abuse 
in peacekeeping. We also added lan-
guage supporting the maintenance of a 
flat U.N. budget. 

On the Small Business Administra-
tion, we have provided $90 million for 
small business development grants, a 
$2 million increase; also allows up to 
$17.5 billion in general 7(a) business 
loans, an unprecedented level, while re-
quiring no appropriation. 

In closing, a summary of the bill pro-
vides the increase necessary to main-
tain strength in critical law enforce-
ment, fight terrorism, deal with drugs. 

I again want to thank the staff and 
thank the committee. 
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I might con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I first want to com-
pliment Chairman WOLF on his efforts 
with regard to this bill. He has had a 
really tough job balancing the sub-
committee’s portfolio, which is consid-
erable, with diverse important pro-
grams. He has managed in a very tough 
budgetary climate. I truly admire his 
passion, and his conviction, which are 
all evident in this bill. 

Chairman WOLF characteristically 
does an excellent job, and certainly his 
experience working for a number of 
years on this bill has served him well 
in a very difficult situation. He is to be 
complimented here today. 

There are very definitely some great 
things, Mr. Chairman, that can be said 
about this bill. Federal law enforce-
ment is fully funded. Many of those ac-
counts, such as the U.S. Attorney’s ac-
count, the Drug Enforcement Adminis-
tration, the Bureau of Prisons, are all 
funded above the President’s requested 
level. Some are funded at the requested 
level, such as the U.S. Marshal’s serv-
ice and the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation. 

This funding is a priority. It is im-
portant, and I support the Chairman’s 
efforts to provide it. 

The bill also fully funds the Amer-
ican Competitiveness Initiative, which 
in this bill will double over 10 years the 
research and development lines for 
physical science and engineering at 
NIST and the National Science Foun-
dation. 

Two significant funding improve-
ments were made during full com-
mittee. The chairman accepted an 
amendment to increase funding for the 
Survey of Income and Program Partici-
pation by $10 million and accepted an 
amendment providing partial funding 
for the SBA Microloan program. These 
are two programs that many Members 
expressed concern about, and I am 
pleased the amendments were adopted 
after being accepted by the chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, a number, around 80 
to 90 at last count, of well-meaning 
Members will offer amendments today. 
We ought to be offering amendments to 
increase law enforcement funding. We 
ought to be offering amendments to re-
store science funding at NASA and to 
help NASA with the expensive and nu-
merous tasks on its plate. We ought to 
be offering amendments to increase 
funding for the Economic Development 
Administration. 

The list of programs needing more 
funding in this bill goes on and on. But 
the funding just isn’t there. The offsets 
just aren’t there. These well-inten-
tioned amendments will come at the 
cost of important programs when they 
are offered up as offsets, important 
programs such as the census, U.N. 
peacekeeping efforts, salaries and ex-
penses at the Department of State, the 
Department of Justice, and the Depart-

ment of Commerce, which have already 
been cut back. 

I just want to take a moment, Mr. 
Chairman, to remind Members about 
why many of these amendments will 
need to be opposed. It is because the in-
sufficient budget resolution that was 
passed on this floor has resulted in a 
narrow allocation for this bill that will 
not allow us to fund all of the prior-
ities that Members will advocate for on 
the floor. 

As a matter of fact, the number of 
amendments that are being offered 
today is the greatest number that I can 
ever remember being offered on this 
bill. But they have been increasing 
every year as that budget allocation 
has become smaller and smaller be-
cause of the budget resolutions that we 
passed at the beginning of this process. 

The number of amendments offered 
here today is in and of itself, I think, 
one of the best indicators that we are 
not providing enough money for domes-
tic discretionary programs. Members 
are recognizing that program by pro-
gram by program. Members are offer-
ing amendments, trying to increase 
funding for those programs, those wor-
thy programs that I just mentioned. 

It is beginning to really hurt. It is 
beginning to really hurt law enforce-
ment, beginning to really hurt NASA 
and other science programs. It is begin-
ning to really hurt economic develop-
ment programs. 

For example, I know the chairman is 
committed to providing adequate fund-
ing for our Nation’s law enforcement, 
the men and women who put their lives 
on the line every day in the name of 
public safety back in our communities. 
The President’s budget cut $1.3 billion 
out of State and local law enforcement, 
about half of the funding provided in 
fiscal year 2006. 

Now, let me repeat that. The request 
that the President of the United States 
sent to the United States Congress cut 
$1.3 billion out of State and local law 
enforcement, about half the funding 
that we provided last year. These funds 
are important resources to the men 
and women who are keeping our dis-
tricts safe, our communities safe. 

Chairman WOLF restored $1.1 billion 
of this funding, for a total of $2.3 bil-
lion for Federal assistance to State and 
local law enforcement. That is what is 
in this bill, $2.3 billion for Federal as-
sistance to State and local law enforce-
ment. 

Last year, Mr. Chairman, the Con-
gress provided $2.5 billion for State and 
local law enforcement. That was $1 bil-
lion above the President’s request 
then, but $300 million below the 2005 
level. The 2005 level that we passed 
here was $1.2 billion above the request, 
but $200 million below the 2004 level. 
The 2004 level was $500 million below 
the 2003 level, and the 2003 level was 
$500 million below the 2002 level. The 
2002 level was $400 million below the 
high water mark for Federal assistance 
to State and local law enforcement of 
$4.4 billion in 2001. 

While we see what is happening here, 
the bottom line is that we have cut 
about $2 billion in funding for State 
and local law enforcement since 2001. 
Well, do we care about that? Does that 
have an effect? Well these cuts, Mr. 
Chairman, are not without con-
sequences. 

Preliminary data from the FBI’s uni-
form crime report for 2005 indicate that 
violent crime rates have increased 2.5 
percent from 2004 to 2005. This is the 
largest increase since 1992. Is anyone 
surprised? Certainly not. 

Violent crime rates fell steadily from 
1993 to 2002, and this nearly coincides 
with the establishment of the commu-
nity policing program known as the 
COPS program under the Clinton ad-
ministration. The Office of Community 
Oriented Policing Services, COPS, was 
created in 1994; 100,000 police officers 
were put on the beat by funds provided 
under the COPS program. 

Consider these facts. COPS funded its 
100,000th community policing profes-
sional in May of 1999, and violent crime 
rates continued to fall. Congress fund-
ed State and local assistance programs 
at $4.4 billion, their highest level in 
2001. Violent crime rates dropped be-
tween 2001 and 2002. Congress decreased 
State and local law enforcement fund-
ing in 2002 by $400 million, as I men-
tioned before, and violent crime rates 
increased in 2003 and rose again in 2004 
and rose again dramatically in 2005, co-
inciding with the lack of assistance 
coming from the Federal Government 
to help our State and local law enforce-
ment. 

Well, Mr. Chairman, there is a cor-
relation between the funding we pro-
vide here in this committee for State 
and local law enforcement and inci-
dents of violent crime. There is a rela-
tionship. 

With respect to this bill, Mr. Chair-
man, the President’s fiscal 2007 budget, 
for the second year in a row, contained 
a .02 cents per pound tax on the users 
of explosives. My State, due to its ex-
traction industry, would bear the larg-
est share of the burden with this tax. 
The repeated proposal of this tax by 
the President, coupled with the inad-
equate allocation provided our sub-
committee, has resulted in an insuffi-
cient budget resolution; and this placed 
the chairman, Chairman WOLF, in a 
very difficult position. So he used part 
of that tax, understanding that in the 
process this would be challenged, and 
at the appropriate point, Mr. Chair-
man, during consideration of this bill, I 
intend to make a point of order against 
this tax. We appreciate the Rules Com-
mittee not protecting this provision. 

Well, anyone on this subcommittee 
knows of the chairman’s passion for 
helping the weakest and most vulner-
able in our society. To that end, Chair-
man WOLF restored $367 million to the 
Justice Assistance Formula Grant Pro-
gram funds that helps our youngest 
and our most troubled citizens. These 
funds were zeroed out by the President, 
and I applaud Chairman WOLF for re-
storing them. 
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Further, in continuance of his com-

mitment to assisting law enforcement 
with the ever-increasing gang epidemic 
in this country, Chairman WOLF has re-
stored $25 million cut from the Presi-
dent’s budget from the anti-gang ini-
tiative in the COPS program. 

In the Department of Commerce, the 
funding provided for the American 
Competitiveness Initiative came at a 
price. One of the programs that 
couldn’t be fully restored is the Manu-
facturing Extension Partnership. This 
program is very important to basic in-
dustry areas across this country. Mr. 
Chairman, the President slashed the 
funding for this program but the chair-
man doubled it, bringing it to $92 mil-
lion, about $17 million below last year’s 
enacted program. 

Another program that suffers is the 
Advanced Technology Program, which 
was eliminated by the President. We 
are able to fully fund the decennial 
census and the American Community 
Survey. I well remember the problems 
that arose during the last census and 
the fight for emergency funding for 
census on the floor, and full funding 
this year keeps us on track for the fu-
ture. 

In NASA, the President’s budget re-
quest again made dramatic reductions 
to science and aeronautics funding, as 
NASA tries to fit in these programs 
and the return to flight, the Inter-
national Space Station and the Moon- 
Mars proposal at the same time it fails 
to deliver on promised funding. The 
chairman again is forward-looking in 
his restoration of $75 million to the 
science programs and $100 million to 
aeronautics, which is a huge contrib-
utor to the American economy. Despite 
these increases, however, funding lev-
els will still generate cause for alarm 
from our science community. 

The bottom line is, for all of these 
programs and numerous others that I 
have not mentioned, $59.8 billion is 
simply not enough. The chairman has 
been extremely responsive to Members 
and to the needs of the people who ben-
efit from these programs, restoring and 
increasing where he was able to do so 
in this tight allocation. But, despite 
these noble efforts, we have seen for 
the past several years and will see 
again this year programs being whit-
tled away through attrition by the ad-
ministration that is reducing necessary 
discretionary spending in the name of 
balancing a budget which, in truth, 
these actions would demonstrate the 
administration has no intention of bal-
ancing. 

One could easily make the argument 
that this bill needs several billion dol-
lar in additional funding, increased 
funding for the Economic Development 
Administration, for the Small Business 
Administration Microloans, for Legal 
Services Corporation, for funding 
above the restoration that the Chair-
man provided for State and local jus-
tice programs, funding for OSHA and 
for fisheries programs in the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-

tion, a program supported by so many 
Members here. More funding is needed 
for life sciences funding at NASA and 
biology funding at the National 
Science Foundation and the perceived 
need to accelerate the Crew Explo-
ration Vehicle at NASA to maintain 
the United States’ access to space after 
shuttle retirement. These all add up 
quickly. 

Each of these is a need for which I 
have heard support, either from con-
stituents or from the community at 
large or from other Members. 

b 1745 

And each of these needs has meri-
torious arguments for funding. I would 
hope all Members would view favorably 
any opportunity to seek an increased 
allocation to support these critical pro-
grams. 

I would like to again note how fortu-
nate we are to have had such a prin-
cipled chairman for the past 6 years. It 
has been an honor to work with you, 
Mr. Chairman, and I look forward to 
working with you again next year, re-
gardless of whether you remain on this 
subcommittee or move to another one. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
note that every member of the minor-
ity on this subcommittee has equally 
high regard for the chairman, as he has 
worked with more than one of us as his 
ranking member. 

I also would like to thank the major-
ity staff, Mike Ringler, Christine 
Kojac, John Martens, Anne Marie Gold-
smith, Clelia Alvarado and Darryl Hill, 
as well as J.T. Griffin from the chair-
man’s personal staff, for the fair and 
open way in which they have worked 
with the minority in crafting this bill. 
Our input and the chairman’s output 
was accepted at every turn. 

I also want to thank the minority ap-
propriations staff, David Pomerantz, 
Michelle Burkett, and Chris Martin for 
their tireless efforts. And I want to 
thank Sally Moorhead and Julie 
Aaronson, of my personal staff, for 
their valuable work on this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to Mr. 
LEWIS, the chairman of the full Com-
mittee. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of H.R. 5672, the 
Science, State, Justice, Commerce Ap-
propriations bill for fiscal year 2007. 

This is the 10th of 11 bills the com-
mittee has brought to the House floor 
as we go to the Fourth of July recess. 
I want to praise especially Chairman 
WOLF as he goes about his sixth bill for 
this subcommittee, and Ranking Mem-
ber MOLLOHAN. These two, working to-
gether, have been a model reflective of 
the best of bipartisan effort in the ap-
propriations process. 

In total, this measure provides $59.8 
billion in discretionary spending. The 
bill contains critical funding to make 
America more competitive by invest-
ing in science. NASA is funded at $16.7 

billion, which is $462 million above last 
year’s level. The National Science 
Foundation receives $6 billion, the full 
amount requested as part of the Amer-
ican Competitiveness Initiative, and an 
increase of $439 million from last year. 

This legislation also continues the 
critical effort to fight the scourge of 
meth and prosecute the war on terror. 
It also provides $2.6 billion for State 
and local law enforcement, including 
$405 million to reimburse States for the 
cost of incarcerating illegal aliens. 

The bill also includes vital funding 
for the Department of Commerce, the 
State Department, the Small Business 
Administration and other Federal enti-
ties. 

I would like to make two additional 
points about this measure. First, the 
Members should know the SSJC bill 
provides $387 million for Member 
projects, $1.3 billion less than last 
year’s enacted level. 

Secondly, this year’s bill terminates 
eight programs resulting in $159 mil-
lion taxpayer savings. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to make 
one final point. Last year, the House 
Appropriations Committee successfully 
eliminated 53 programs, for a savings 
of $3.5 billion. Building on that record 
in this year’s 11 spending bills, the 
House Appropriations Committee has 
proposed eliminating 95 wasteful or re-
dundant programs, saving the Amer-
ican taxpayer nearly $4 billion. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is a fine prod-
uct worthy of your support. I want to 
especially commend Mr. MOLLOHAN for 
his cooperative work with the chair-
man and have the entire House recog-
nize Mr. WOLF for his work on this 
year’s bill. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the distinguished ranking member, Mr. 
OBEY. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, first of all, 
I would like to alert Members to a 
practical fact associated with this bill. 
We have pending, once general debate 
is over, about 100 amendments. If we 
assume that each one of them will be 
debated for only 10 minutes, and that is 
a risky assumption, but it is nonethe-
less to be hoped for, but if we assume 
that we can get that kind of unani-
mous consent agreement, that means 
that, with slippage and the time it 
takes to transact business, we are talk-
ing about 25 hours of debate, not count-
ing any time consumed by roll calls. So 
we could very easily hit 30 hours of ac-
tivity on the House floor. I think Mem-
bers need to understand that. 

If they expect to get out of here at a 
reasonable time this week, I would sug-
gest that perhaps some people might 
conclude that at least some of those 
amendments are duplicative, and that 
Members would choose not to offer 
them. 

I don’t mean that about all amend-
ments. I think some amendments are 
deserving and need to be offered. But I 
would ask Members to look at this 
with a very dispassionate eye to see 
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whether or not an amendment needs to 
be offered and whether any useful mes-
sage will be sent by its offering. 

Secondly, I want to repeat or empha-
size what the gentleman from West 
Virginia said about the gentleman 
from Virginia, the chairman of the sub-
committee, Mr. WOLF. One of the 
things I most appreciate about him is 
that he is not one of those laid back, 
super cool people who so many people 
seem to think should dominate politics 
and government these days. He has 
passion, and I think that he often has 
passion about the right things. And I, 
for one, want to say that I respect 
greatly the job the gentleman has done 
as chairman of this subcommittee the 
last 6 years. I think that we are all 
proud to have been able to serve with 
him. 

And thirdly, I would like to address 
this bill for just a moment, if I could, 
Mr. Chairman. I know that the chair-
man from Virginia has done his dead 
level best to produce a decent bill. I 
know the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia has done the same. 

But I want to point out that as the 
gentleman from West Virginia says, 
there will be a good many amendments 
offered in the next 3 days. And I think 
it is clear, because of the number of 
amendments, that Members recognize 
that there are so many useful things, 
so many important things that this bill 
needs to do that it will not be able to 
accomplish because of the budget num-
ber assigned to it under the budget res-
olution. 

Sometimes I hear people bemoaning 
the fact that the subcommittee doesn’t 
have enough resources. And you would 
think that somehow this ceiling was 
imposed anonymously from on high. It 
was imposed from on high all right, but 
it wasn’t anonymously. And in my 
view, every person who voted for the 
budget resolution has a responsibility 
for some of the important cuts in law 
enforcement, in Earth-based sciences, 
in legal services, and in other areas 
that this bill is forced to make because 
of that budget resolution. I want to 
point to just two. 

With respect to law enforcement, 
what has been going on is a Kabuki 
dance between us and the White House 
over the past 5 years. The White House 
proposes draconian cuts; they slash 
deeply in law enforcement grants. The 
committee then restores about two- 
thirds of that funding. We all say, ‘‘Oh, 
what good boys and girls are we.’’ We 
pat ourselves on the back. But in the 
end, we haven’t been able to salvage 
those programs, and we see that this 
bill is $2.1 billion below where law en-
forcement grants would have been in 
2001. 

Secondly, with respect to legal serv-
ices, about which I will offer an amend-
ment at a later point in the debate, 
that bill a decade ago was funded at 
$400 million. That program today is 
funded at slightly over $320 million, a 
slight increase over the President’s re-
quest, but still a cut from last year, 

and a substantial reduction from where 
it was a decade ago. 

Since that time, inflation has eaten 
up a significant portion of the pur-
chasing power of that program. We 
should not be doing that to people in 
this society who, without this pro-
gram, will have very little ability to 
take advantage of the court system 
when they feel that they have been 
abused, and they will be boxed out of 
our justice system simply because they 
have no money. I don’t think that Con-
gress ought to allow that to happen, 
and I regret that this bill contributes 
to this problem. 

Having said that, I respect the work 
that both gentlemen have done. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I recognize 
Mr. KIRK, a member of the committee, 
for 2 minutes. 

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
compliment my chairman, Mr. WOLF, 
and our ranking minority member, Mr. 
MOLLOHAN. 

This bill will help small businesses to 
comply with the Sarbanes Oxley Act 
under a new bipartisan provision which 
establishes an ombudsman at the Secu-
rities and Exchange Commission. Both 
Minority Leader PELOSI and the Speak-
er have called for help in this area, and 
the bill does that. 

With regard to our critical relation-
ship with China, we recommended re-
taining the current U.S. embassy site 
even after the new embassy is com-
plete. This is a wise step to allow for 
the expansion of the U.S. Government 
in China, especially to help protect the 
Olympic Games in 2008 from terrorists. 

We also took action in this bill to 
preserve the Turkish Service of the 
VOA, a critical media market for the 
United States bordering Iran during 
these days of crisis. Our action will 
help stabilize that NATO ally. 

At USTR, we called in this bill for 
stronger action to stop the theft of 
American intellectual property in 
China. And while the central govern-
ment in Beijing has made the right 
promises, Congressman RICK LARSEN 
and I noted in our U.S. China Working 
Group work that this key trade issue 
between China and America remains 
unresolved at the local level. And this 
bill provides clear direction to the 
USTR in that area. 

This bill also provides new resources 
to Federal law enforcement. ATF, the 
lead Federal antigang agency in this 
bill, gets $950 million, a $48 million in-
crease from last year. We also provide 
a $15 million increase for DEA, and I 
applaud Chairman WOLF for approving 
new funding for a DEA aircraft to col-
lect intelligence overseas against drug 
traffickers. 

This bill funds a critical integration 
of DEA into the intelligence commu-
nity. And in my experience, DEA has 
some of the best information on terror 
financing in the U.S. Government. 

The bottom line on this bill is it 
funds key Federal law enforcement op-
erations in Chicagoland, backing Andy 
Traver, the special agent in charge of 

ATF, Robert Grant, the special agent 
in charge of the FBI, and Rick Sanders, 
the special agent in charge of DEA. 
And that is a good thing, especially 
when they all support our legendary 
U.S. attorney, Patrick Fitzgerald. 

It also provides $85 million more for U.S. At-
torneys—61 more Assistant U.S. Attorneys— 
giving more resources to our legendary U.S. 
Attorney for the Northern District of Illinois— 
Patrick Fitzgerald—and his crusade against 
terror on the Sears Tower and public corrup-
tion in Illinois. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the distinguished gentleman from New 
York (Mr. SERRANO), who served as the 
ranking member on this subcommittee 
in the last several years. 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of this bill, and before I go 
any further, I want to join the well-de-
served chorus of folks who have praised 
the chairman, Mr. WOLF. For 4 years I 
was his ranking member, and I have 
never met a gentleman who can be, in 
the middle of differences on issues, so 
fair and so humane. And Chairman 
WOLF knows that on many issues we 
didn’t disagree and still don’t disagree. 
But the way in which he handled them, 
the way in which he treated me, and 
the way in which he treated the minor-
ity party really says a lot about who 
you are. And if we took a poll over 
here, you would find out that we wish 
we could change the rules to make sure 
you remain in your position, as rank-
ing member next year, but certainly in 
your position. And that is the kind of 
person that you are. 

It is also a great pleasure for me to 
work with our ranking member, Mr. 
MOLLOHAN. And the respect that we 
have for each other has really made 
our working together a good experi-
ence. And I thank you for that. 

b 1800 
This bill is such a huge bill that a lot 

of times when we stand on the floor 
and we speak about it we will say that 
there are 25 good things in it, then we 
will say there are 10 things that need 
fixing or vice versa, and people will 
say, well, they are being negative 
about a bill. But the public and a lot of 
Members just do not realize how many 
agencies are covered by this bill; and, 
in spite of what at times is a very dif-
ficult allocation, Chairman WOLF, with 
the assistance of Ranking Member 
MOLLOHAN, has been able to do wonders 
within this bill. 

Just to give you some of the things 
that I pay attention to: A large in-
crease in funding for the National 
Science Foundation as part of the 
American Competitive Initiative. 
Funding levels on which we can build 
for NOAA as we move through con-
ference and full funding for the Na-
tional Weather Service. Full funding 
for the crucial work that the Census 
Bureau must do in preparation for its 
next census, which we all know is man-
dated by the Constitution. 

And if I may add to the comments 
that the ranking member made before, 
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there will be many amendments to-
night, and I take this opportunity to 
say that some of those amendments 
will have offsets, I think, hurting the 
Census Bureau and hurting the Bu-
reau’s ability to conduct the next cen-
sus. So I hope when Members put forth 
amendments, they will realize where 
the offset is coming from. It is not just 
this particular one but other agencies 
that would be hurt by the offsets. We 
all want to put money in certain areas. 
I surely will speak about that tonight. 
But we have to be careful where those 
dollars come from. 

Forty million dollars in funding for 
the Drug Courts, which is at the fiscal 
year 2005 level. The full amount re-
quested on the Diplomatic and Con-
sular Programs for worldwide security 
upgrades and for security projects 
under the Embassy Security, Construc-
tion and Maintenance account. 

Now, within the Department of Jus-
tice account, I continue to be con-
cerned about the dwindling level of 
support we are providing to our State 
and local governments. And here is 
where the issue is and it is such a dif-
ficult issue. We, since September 11, 
and I come from New York City and I 
understand this issue well, have fo-
cused a lot of attention, and rightfully 
so, on the war on terrorism. But if you 
get the FBI and speak to them, they 
will even admit that they have had to 
focus a lot of their attention from 
other issues that they used to go after, 
other crimes, to focus on the war on 
terror. 

So when you represent a district like 
I do in the South Bronx, you wonder 
just how long we can go without pay-
ing full attention to the war on drugs, 
to the war on crime, to the war on blue 
collar crime, to the war on crime in 
our streets. That is why recently, as we 
know, the FBI admitted that violent 
crime had spiked for the first time last 
year since 2001, and I believe it is a di-
rect consequence of the war on terror. 
So one of our challenges for the future 
is to see how we can deal with and 
strike that balance. 

Although the full amount requested 
was provided for international peace-
keeping activities, I worry that there 
will not be sufficient funding for what 
we all know will be additional peace-
keeping needs as we move forward in 
the fiscal year. I also regret the inabil-
ity to fully fund our membership obli-
gations to international organizations. 

And, lastly, I have joined our com-
mittee ranking member, Mr. OBEY, in 
saying that the Legal Services Cor-
poration is a program that needs to get 
the full funding that it deserves. We 
have come a long way when you realize 
that I am standing here defending a 
program that was created by Richard 
Nixon but which affects a community 
like ours to a great extent, the ability 
to have people who ordinarily cannot 
afford a lawyer be represented in the 
court. 

As I said before, the bill strikes a bal-
ance. We wish, as we all know, that we 

had more funding. But in spite of the 
shortcomings, the bill that was put to-
gether by the committee and under the 
leadership of Mr. WOLF is a good bill 
and one that I will support and vote 
for. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. BOEHLERT), chairman of the 
Science Committee. 

(Mr. BOEHLERT asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of this bill; and I 
want to thank my friend, Chairman 
FRANK WOLF, for working so closely 
with me on the science portions of the 
bill. 

The passage of this bill may be 
looked back on as a landmark moment 
in American history. Now, that prob-
ably sounds like a lot of hyperbole, but 
I mean it. This bill puts us on course to 
enact the American Competitiveness 
Initiative, which will double the com-
bined budgets of three key science 
agencies: the National Science Founda-
tion, the National Institute of Stand-
ards and Technology, and the Depart-
ment of Energy Office of Science, 
which already received appropriations 
in the Energy and Water bill. 

These agencies, which are not ex-
actly on the tip of the tongue of most 
Americans, are keystones of our Na-
tion’s economic future. Our Nation will 
remain strong and prosperous only if 
we remain innovative, and we will only 
remain innovative if we have the most 
robust research and education enter-
prise in the world. And it is these agen-
cies that help enable the U.S. to lead 
the world in science, math, and engi-
neering education and in research. 

And I want to especially thank 
Chairman WOLF for supporting edu-
cation funding as well as research fund-
ing in this bill, particularly for sup-
porting the Noyce Scholarship Pro-
gram at NSF, which attracts top 
science and math majors into teaching. 

I also want to thank the chairman 
for the way he handled appropriations 
for the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration. I have said repeatedly, 
and the authorization act we passed 
last year says clearly, that NASA must 
be a multi-mission agency. With this 
bill, the House will be putting money 
where its mouth is. Without interfering 
with the lunar mission, this bill puts 
desperately needed funding back in 
science and aeronautics. 

I would like to see even more money 
going into science, particularly Earth 
science, but this is a good start, and I 
am especially pleased that the bill text 
includes explicit funding levels for 
science and aeronautics. 

Finally, giving the competing prior-
ities, I think the bill does the best it 
can for the National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, although, 
of course, I hope that, as in the past 
years, the final numbers are a little bit 
higher. I appreciate the language 
Chairman WOLF included in the report, 

drawing attention to the concerns we 
all share about the future of the polar 
satellite program, NPOESS. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
this forward-looking landmark bill. 

Guess what? It all boils down to one 
thing. This bill is about my favorite 
four-letter word. And do not get nerv-
ous. You can say it on the House floor. 
You can say it in polite company. That 
favorite four-letter word is ‘‘jobs.’’ We 
must remain competitive. We must re-
tain as much opportunity for our peo-
ple here at home. This bill opens the 
door for that opportunity. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to speak 
to two different issues. One is the po-
tential amendment to the Voting 
Rights Act, where a suggestion may be 
made to withhold funding for the en-
forcement of the Voting Rights Act. 
The Voting Rights Act is one of the 
most important civil rights pieces of 
legislation in the history of the United 
States, and we should not do anything 
to avoid the full and fair enforcement 
of the Voting Rights Act. 

That bill should be coming up in a 
few days. We do not know exactly 
when. There has been an agreement 
with leadership that the bill be adopted 
as it came out of committee. It came 
out of committee 31-1, so we would 
hope that the leadership would bring it 
to the floor. 

Mr. Chairman, there is another issue 
that is extremely important, and that 
is the Legal Services Corporation. If we 
are going to have people enjoy the 
rights that they have throughout 
America, we have to make sure that 
they have access to courts. The legal 
Services Corporation, primarily legal 
aid programs across the country, are 
extremely important; and we need to 
make sure that they are fully funded. 
The bill includes a provision where the 
number is lower than it should be, and 
we need to make sure that the amend-
ments to increase Legal Services are 
adopted. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the 
gentleman’s giving me the opportunity 
to bring these two issues to the floor. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HOBSON), 
who has really done a lot of work on a 
very important issue with Mr. ROGERS. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
engage in a colloquy with the gen-
tleman from Michigan and the gen-
tleman from Virginia on the FBI’s 
Field Office Supervisory Term Limit 
Policy, commonly referred to as the Up 
and Out Policy. 

This policy would require that Super-
visory Special Agents who have served 
5 years to transfer to headquarters and 
be assigned overseas or compete for an 
Assistant Special Agent in Charge posi-
tion. If a Supervisory Special Agent 
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does not want to be transferred, they 
would be demoted at a substantial pay 
cut in some instances. 

Representative ROGERS and I have 
been working with Chairman WOLF and 
the FBI on the implementation of this 
policy to minimize the significant fi-
nancial burden it has on Special 
Agents, particularly those who became 
supervisors before this policy went into 
effect. Based on our discussions, we 
have a commitment from the FBI to 
seek legislation to ensure that the re-
tirement benefits of Supervisory Spe-
cial Agents who choose to step down 
are not negatively impacted. 

In addition, the FBI is committed to 
creating a pilot housing allowance pro-
gram for employees in the D.C. metro 
area. This pilot program will improve 
the FBI’s ability to attract talented 
agents to come to headquarters and 
will help agents manage the burden of 
living in a high-cost city and will im-
prove morale. 

Mr. Chairman, I now yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. ROGERS). 

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing. 

I appreciate the hard work from Mr. 
HOBSON, Chairman WOLF, and the FBI 
to address the potentially devastating 
impact of the FBI’s Up and Out Policy 
on agents in the field who have given 
decades of public service to protect our 
Nation. I cannot thank enough Chair-
man WOLF and Mr. HOBSON for the long 
hours of negotiation that allowed us to 
stand with the men and women who 
stand in harm’s way in protection of 
the United States. 

It is critical that the Federal Govern-
ment protect the retirement benefits of 
Supervisory Special Agents who have 
honorably served their country, and I 
look forward to working with you to 
address this issue this year. 

Further, I am very pleased that the 
FBI is committed to establishing a 
housing allowance pilot program here 
in Washington, D.C., within the funds 
provided in this bill. We ask a lot of 
our agents in the field, agents who risk 
their lives every single day to put mob-
sters in jail, break up terrorist plots 
across America, protect the public in-
tegrity by Federal, State, and local of-
ficials, and so much more. The least we 
can do is give them the fair compensa-
tion that allows them to provide for 
their family and have a home that is 
not hours away from their field office. 
By creating this first-ever housing al-
lowance within the Bureau, agents will 
be able to reduce their commute time, 
giving them more time to take a son to 
a swim meet or a daughter to a dance 
recital. But perhaps most importantly, 
Mr. Chairman, this program will be a 
morale boost and will allow FBI agents 
to focus on their vital work to protect 
America and all Americans. 

I look forward to continuing to work 
with the FBI, Chairman WOLF, and 
yourself, Mr. HOBSON, on ensuring that 
FBI agents are compensated fairly; and 
I thank you for your strong leadership 
on this important issue. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I want to thank 
Chairman WOLF for his help on this. He 
has lived up to the discussions that we 
had. 

And I see Mr. KINGSTON has arrived, 
who wanted to make a comment on 
this, with Chairman WOLF’s indul-
gence. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank Mr. HOBSON for yielding; and I 
wanted to thank you and Mr. ROGERS 
for your leadership and Mr. WOLF for 
working together to come up with a 
suitable solution to this or at least a 
step in the right direction. 

But I have been very concerned that 
the middle-aged middle American pro-
fessional FBI leader would be forced to 
either take less than a leadership posi-
tion with the FBI or do a stint in 
Washington, in which many of them 
have already done that, and they will 
do it at the same pay salary that they 
are, disrupting their wife’s career or 
their spouse’s career or disrupting 
their own career and taking a pay cut 
effectively, which I believe would run 
off a lot of our good and seasoned FBI 
employees. Their other choice would be 
to stay at home and have somebody 
with less experience become their boss, 
and it just does not make sense. We 
have too many good people in the field 
with careers running from 15 to 20, 25 
years; and we do not want to lose them. 

b 1815 

They are the professionals who are 
running the FBI and doing the good 
work. So I commend all of you guys for 
the hard work that you have done on 
this. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
Mr. KINGSTON, and I thank Chairman 
WOLF. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
Mr. HOBSON. I want to thank Mr. HOB-
SON, Mr. ROGERS and Mr. KINGSTON for 
their leadership. This should be called 
the Hobson-Rogers-Kingston bill to 
help the FBI. They have done a great 
service. 

I support the establishment of a 
Housing Allowance Program within the 
level of funds provided for the FBI in 
the bill and look forward to working to 
protect the retirement benefits of the 
supervisory special agents. Mr. HOB-
SON, Mr. ROGERS and Mr. KINGSTON, 
thank you very much. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the distinguished 
gentleman. Let me take an appropriate 
time to thank both of the proponents 
of this bill, the ranking member, Mr. 
MOLLOHAN, for his consistent leader-
ship and caring attitude toward these 
issues; and, Mr. WOLF, let me thank 
you very much for the 6 years of serv-
ice that you have given. Obviously, you 
have a great passion for so many issues 

that deal with the improvement in the 
quality of lives, not only for those in 
this country, but around the world. 

I do want to raise a number of issues, 
Mr. Chairman, and as I thank both the 
full committee chairman, Mr. LEWIS, 
and then the ranking member, Mr. 
OBEY, I am really disappointed as to 
where we find ourselves with the NASA 
funding. I know the choices have been 
made with the Moon to Mars account 
having risen 30 percent, but I think it 
is important to note that the President 
requested some 14 percent less for 
NASA education, $25 million, compared 
to 2 years ago, from $178.9 million to 
$153.3 million. 

NASA’s education programs cap-
italize on the excitement of NASA’s 
discoveries and missions to inspire fu-
ture generations of space scientists. I 
know in speaking to Historically Black 
Colleges, this has had a terrible im-
pact. 

In fact, one of the programs that was 
authorized under the NASA authoriza-
tion that the Science Committee, of 
which I am a member, voted unani-
mously for, the Dr. Mae C. Jemison 
Program, the first African American 
female astronaut still remaining in 
history, a program named after her to 
encourage math and science among mi-
nority girls. Certainly with the brain 
drain that we have and the lack of sci-
entists that we are producing in this 
country, this is an important program. 

Might I also mention that in a few 
days we will launch another space 
shuttle. But I am concerned, and I have 
raised this with the director and have 
sent him a letter, that this shuttle is 
going in spite of the opposition of safe-
ty engineers at NASA. I believe that 
this record must not close on an appro-
priation bill without requiring answers 
from NASA, and I hope to get those an-
swers in the next 24 hours. 

Mr. WOLF. I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON). 

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the chairman for yield-
ing. I want to join with others in com-
mending him and the ranking member 
on producing a very good bill. There 
are a lot of important priorities in this 
legislation. We are funding critical 
agencies involved in the war on terror, 
the Department of Justice, the Depart-
ment of State, as well as our critical 
problems with methamphetamine 
abuse and gangs. 

But I want to particularly commend 
the chairman on his work in the NASA 
account. NASA continues to be a very, 
very important component of the fab-
ric of our society. We are a Nation of 
explorers. It has become part of our 
culture. The heroics of the efforts of 
people involved in programs like Mer-
cury and Gemini continue on to this 
day. 

We are now in a critical phase where 
we are developing a new manned vehi-
cle to replace our aging, venerable 
space shuttle fleet with the Crew Ex-
ploration Vehicle, with its planned 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:42 Jun 28, 2006 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00075 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K27JN7.142 H27JNPT1rf
ak

e 
on

 P
R

O
D

1P
C

77
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH4634 June 27, 2006 
agenda to support operations of some-
day going back to the Moon and pos-
sibly on to Mars. 

So I commend the chairman. This is 
a very important component in the ac-
count. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. EHLERS). 

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this excellent bill and to 
thank my good friend and colleague, 
Chairman FRANK WOLF, for his tireless 
leadership in funding for basic sci-
entific research in the fiscal year 2007 
budget. 

In a tough budget environment, 
Chairman WOLF has fought hard to en-
sure that the President’s American 
Competitiveness Initiative is fully 
funded. I appreciate the chairman’s 
hard work on an issue that is so impor-
tant to the Nation. 

I spent my career in Congress cham-
pioning the need for investment in 
basic research to help keep our Nation 
on the leading edge of science and inno-
vation. We have gained so much benefit 
from basic research, ranging from 
MRIs, through laser technology, 
human genome mapping, fiberoptics, 
and GPS systems. The President has 
recognized the necessity of this invest-
ment through his American Competi-
tiveness Initiative, which includes 
much needed funding for the National 
Science Foundation. 

I very much appreciate that Chair-
man WOLF has recognized this need and 
has done as much as he could within 
the constraints of the budget to pro-
vide this funding. 

Also I should mention NIST and the 
great work they do, as well as NOAA 
and the National Weather Service. In 
these difficult budgetary times, the 
chairman has done a marvelous job, 
and I am very pleased by the funding 
levels for these entities. I urge my col-
leagues to support this bill, and again 
thank Chairman WOLF for his leader-
ship on important science research and 
education issues. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CALVERT). 

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, this 
Nation’s investment in the sciences is 
not only the right thing to do; it is 
critical to our very survival as a global 
leader. Throughout the 20th century, 
one of the strengths of the United 
States was our knowledge-based re-
sources, particularly science and tech-
nology. But now we are at a crossroad 
and we have the ability to continue to 
strengthen the scientific and techno-
logical foundations of our economic 
leadership, which appear to be eroding 
at a time when many other nations are 
building their innovative capacity. 

Recently, Chemical and Engineering 
News reported that 75 percent of all 
new R&D sites are planned to be estab-
lished in China and India over the next 
3 years. Currently, China awards 59 per-
cent of its undergraduate degrees in 
the areas of science and engineering, 

compared with 32 percent in the United 
States. 

As chairman of the Space and Aero-
nautics Subcommittee, I believe the 
National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration should be funded at a 
higher level than the President’s re-
quest, but I know the realities of fund-
ing allocations. 

Aviation is currently the country’s 
largest manufacturing export. The av-
erage sales in the aerospace industry is 
about $200 billion a year. It is one of 
the main contributors to our global 
competitiveness. We are main contrib-
utors to our global competitiveness. 
We are facing an increasing economic 
challenge from abroad and cannot take 
a chance of faltering. If we begin to slip 
in the wrong direction, reversing direc-
tions is even more difficult. 

As my friend, Dr. Neil DeGrasse 
Tyson, astrophysicist for the Hayden 
Planetarium, has told me, ‘‘Much work 
remains to convince the public and 
Congress of America’s need for sus-
tained investment in NASA, with re-
turns on education, the economy and 
the security. It is not just about Tang 
and Velcro; it is about a way of ena-
bling the future we all want to oc-
cupy.’’ 

The House Appropriations Com-
mittee has done a great job in trying to 
funnel funding into the science agen-
cies within its jurisdiction, despite its 
very tight allocation. I want to com-
mend those members of the committee 
and ask this body to support this care-
fully balanced appropriations bill. We 
cannot move funding from science to 
the other areas, and we cannot rob 
Peter to pay Paul by moving funding 
from one science agency to another. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
any amendments that would strip 
NASA of funding to add to other ac-
counts, regardless of how well-intended 
those other programs may be. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. POE). 

Mr. POE. Mr. Chairman, I rise for the 
purpose of a colloquy with the chair-
man regarding the importance of the 
Crime Victims Fund and programs au-
thorized in Justice for All Act. 

Mr. Chairman, I know you under-
stand the importance of the Crime Vic-
tims Fund, which provides funding for 
victim services programs and com-
pensation for victims of crime from 
Federal criminal court fines, forfeit-
ures and special assessments, not tax-
payer dollars. For the second year in a 
row, your committee rejected the ad-
ministration’s proposal to permanently 
rescind the $1.2 billion in the fund, and 
for that I thank you. 

The bill places a limit on obligations 
in the Crime Victims Fund at $625 mil-
lion. I want to ensure that all of that 
money is used for crime victim pro-
grams and that the limitation does not 
include any obligation that may be 
made under the Antiterrorism Emer-
gency Reserve. 

Is that the chairman’s under-
standing? 

Mr. WOLF. Yes, that is my under-
standing. The Antiterrorism Reserve is 
a separate portion of the Crime Vic-
tims Fund, and there is a statutory au-
thority allowing obligations to be 
made on top of any limitation carried 
in this bill. 

Frankly, the administration never 
sent a rescission up again with regard 
to this. 

Mr. POE. I want to thank the chair-
man. I also want to highlight the pro-
grams under the Justice for All Act of 
2004 which authorizes funding to in-
crease victims notification programs, 
DNA backlog programs, and Sexual As-
sault Forensic Exam grants. 

This bill provides a significant in-
vestment for programs authorized in 
the act, but I want to call special at-
tention to the Sexual Assault Forensic 
Exam grant program so that training, 
technical assistance, education, equip-
ment and information regarding the 
collection, preservation and analysis of 
DNA in sexual assault cases can be en-
hanced. 

I ask the chairman’s help in sup-
porting this grant program through the 
funds provide for the Justice For All 
Act. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I thank my col-
league from Texas. The bill includes 
$10.69 million specifically for victims 
programs authorized by the Justice for 
All Act, which is $1 million above the 
President’s request, and includes $176 
million for DNA grants not earmarked, 
which is $68 million above the current 
level. As we work with the Senate in 
conference, we will work to ensure the 
highest level possible for all the pro-
grams authorized by the Justice for All 
Act. 

Mr. POE. I thank the chairman on 
behalf of victims of crime and the Vic-
tims Rights Caucus and the criminal 
justice professionals, and I thank you 
for your support. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the 5- 
minute rule. 

During consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed 
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments 
will be considered read. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 5672 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following sums 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2007, and for 
other purposes, namely: 

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For expenses necessary for the administra-

tion of the Department of Justice, $90,136,000, 
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of which not to exceed $3,000,000 shall remain 
available until expended. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, first let me commend 
the chairman and ranking member for 
their work on this bill. Today I rise to 
bring attention to a very critical issue, 
and that is how to provide evidence- 
based treatment for prisoners with 
mental illness and substance abuse dis-
orders. 

Nearly 74 percent of those arrested 
test positive for drugs and alcohol at 
the time of arrest. The disease of alco-
holism and addiction is obviously a 
very important one in our justice sys-
tem, and hence if we are going to re-
duce recidivism rates and reduce the 
revolving door of people going in and 
out of prison, we must tackle this issue 
of both trying to reduce the stigma and 
the access to treatment of those with 
alcoholism and addiction. 

A study by the National Institute on 
Drug Abuse has said that prison-based 
substance abuse treatment programs 
combined with aftercare reduces recidi-
vism. Those who have not received 
these programs have recidivism rates 
up to 75 percent of the time. Those who 
have had treatment have recidivism 
rates under 27 percent of the time. Sev-
enty-five percent recidivism without 
treatment, 27 percent recidivism with 
treatment. 

So the fact of the matter is, we can 
make an enormous difference in help-
ing to reduce not only the lives lost, 
but also the cost to our prison system. 
We are going to add $90 million in this 
bill for new prison construction. How 
many people out there as taxpayers 
want to pay for new prison construc-
tion, when over half the people in pris-
on today are there for simple posses-
sion of drugs and alcohol. 

I would like to ask the chairman of 
the committee to engage in a colloquy, 
and first commend him for increasing 
the amount for the drug courts over 300 
percent in this budget, recognizing the 
importance of reducing recidivism and 
keeping people out of the prison sys-
tem, and ask him whether he would 
work with me to make sure that we tie 
in the National Institute on Drug 
Abuse, obviously the Substance Abuse 
and Mental Health Services Adminis-
tration, and, of course, HHS, to help us 
address this overall issue that does not 
just lie in the justice system, but rath-
er lies around an interagency approach 
to this subject. 

b 1830 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. I 
yield to the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Rhode Island, a 
member of our subcommittee, for rais-
ing this very, very important issue. 

As you mentioned, dealing with the 
issues of substance abuse and prisoners 
is a critical component of ensuring 

that they do not repeat their crimes. 
Reducing recidivism of prisoners is a 
goal that those of us on both sides of 
the aisle can support. 

I appreciate the gentleman’s commit-
ment. We will see what we can do with 
regard to coordination. The gentleman 
has been very faithful in raising this 
over and over. We will try to help in 
every way possible. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. I 
know the gentleman will. I thank him 
for all of his work in this area, and I 
thank him for his 6 years of service as 
chairman on the committee. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, over the last year, I 
have mentioned to Chairman WOLF on 
a number of occasions that I think of 
him every time that it rains. With the 
torrential downpours that we have had 
here in the Northeast over the last sev-
eral days, I have been thinking of him 
even more, and thanking him, thank-
ing him sincerely as well as thanking 
Ranking Member MOLLOHAN and their 
respective staffs for responding to the 
great potential for preventable flood-
ing disaster in the part of the country 
that I represent along our southern 
border in Texas. 

I very much appreciate the sub-
committee including $6.4 million in 
this bill for improvements to the levees 
along the Rio Grande River. This 
means that construction can begin for 
vital protection for the cities of 
McAllen, Hidalgo, Pharr and Granjeno. 

Thank you for reassuring the fami-
lies in these communities that, despite 
both the very tough competition for 
Federal dollars and our inability to get 
the Administration to really place a 
priority on flood protection, that you 
heard and answered their plea for help. 
This is a significant increase in support 
that will help ensure that, in the event 
we have a hurricane or even a very 
strong tropical storm, that thousands 
of families will not find their homes 
flooded, their businesses closed, their 
drinking water polluted and relief ef-
forts hampered as both the local air-
port and highways are inundated. 

In the spring of last year, as I first 
began representing the Rio Grande Val-
ley, I made what was, until recently, 
the only request for more levee reha-
bilitation dollars. I appreciate the 39 
local governments, school districts and 
economic development corporations 
that endorsed this call for life-saving 
Federal investment. 

While today’s bill nearly triples the 
Administration request for levees, I 
know the subcommittee is fully aware 
that much more is needed every year 
for the next decade to ensure rehabili-
tation for these levees, which are up to 
9 feet short, geologically flawed, struc-
turally unsound and could be over-
topped along 38 river miles. 

The millions that we invest today are 
the beginning of a vital investment 
that, when repeated in future years, 
will save us billions in flood relief and 
untold human misery. 

But for the fate of nature, the hurri-
cane that hit New Orleans could just as 
easily have tracked west instead of 
tracking east and caused a similar dis-
aster in Texas. Until the entire reha-
bilitation program of the International 
Boundary and Water Commission is 
completed, at a total cost that is a 
mere fraction of what Congress has al-
ready approved for New Orleans, we re-
main at very great risk. 

Now the Valley looks to our Texas 
Senators and to the Administration to 
fully support what this subcommittee 
has done and to add funds to what is 
being approved here in this bill so that 
together we can ensure a reasonable 
level of safety and avoid another 
Katrina-style disaster. 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to enter 
into a colloquy with the chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, as you remember, 6 
years ago I came to this floor and 
shared with the body about a Hurri-
cane Summit that I had held in the 
Second District of North Carolina. It 
was in response to devastation that 
took place from a major hurricane by 
the name of Floyd. 

That hurricane was the strongest and 
most devastating storm to hit the 
United States in more than 25 years. 
When Floyd roared across the east 
coast from the Carolinas to New Eng-
land and through Virginia and Wash-
ington, D.C., in September of 1999, it 
took 56 lives and upward of $6 billion in 
devastation. 

Floyd showed us that much more 
damage, death and destruction can be 
created by the unexpected inland flood-
ing of fresh water, more so than what 
happens on the coast. North Carolina 
was a good example of that. My district 
is an inland district and suffered great-
ly from that storm. 

Last summer, this was displayed 
again with devastating intensity dur-
ing Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. 
When, as we all witnessed, the damage 
that was done, that did not just limit 
itself to the areas on the Gulf Coast. 

After the storm pushed inland in 
Louisiana, Mississippi and Alabama, in 
the weeks that followed, we saw the se-
vere flooding and the anguish and the 
problems that was wrought by it. And 
just this past weekend we saw it right 
here in Washington, D.C. 

That Hurricane Summit brought to-
gether metrologist experts from uni-
versities, the National Hurricane Cen-
ter and the National Weather Service 
to develop more accurate indexes for 
inland flooding monitoring. The pur-
pose of this index, simply put, is to 
save lives. Too many times these 
storms hit and bring harm to people 
who have a false sense of security be-
cause they believe they live far inland 
and too far inland to escape flooding. 

With information that was gathered 
at that summit, we drafted legislation, 
as you remember, Mr. Chairman, and it 
ensured that NOAA and the National 
Weather Service would make signifi-
cant improvements to the Inland 
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Flooding Warning System. That bill 
was H.R. 4826, the Inland Flood Fore-
casting and Warning System Act of 
2002, that passed the 107th Congress, 
and it enjoyed wide bipartisan support. 

The legislation directed NOAA to do 
three things: Improve the capacity to 
forecast inland flooding associated 
with tropical storms and hurricanes; 
two, to develop a distinctive inland 
flooding warning system for emergency 
management officials that clearly de-
fines inland flood risks and dangers; 
and, third, train emergency manage-
ment officials, National Weather Serv-
ice personnel and metrologists to use 
these improved forecasting techniques 
on inland flooding. 

And the important part of this legis-
lation required the National Weather 
Service and NOAA to report annually 
to Congress on the progress of this new 
index. Mr. Chairman, this week we saw, 
as I said, what could happen here. 

I would like to work with you and 
the members of the Appropriations 
Committee to ensure that NOAA pro-
vides these reports to Congress in a 
timely manner. Congress must provide 
the proper oversight to NOAA to en-
sure that the progress to develop this 
important index is done and it is ac-
complished as soon as possible to save 
lives. 

I thank the chairman. I yield. 
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I agree 

with the gentleman. Just look at the 
weather we have been having here in 
the Washington, D.C., area the last sev-
eral days. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from North Carolina for his leadership 
on the issue. We look forward to work-
ing with him on the issue as the bill 
moves forward. 

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word for the purpose of 
engaging in a colloquy with the chair-
man. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to first 
commend the chairman and the rank-
ing member for the good work that 
they have done on this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, as you know, there is 
a Federal Bureau of Prisons facility 
that has been authorized and appro-
priated in a small farming community 
in my district, in Mendota, California. 
In May, 2000, the Bureau of Prisons pro-
posed to build a medium security cor-
rectional institute in the U.S. Western 
Region and selected Mendota as the 
site. This facility, when completed, 
would house 1,152 beds that are needed 
in a system that is already over 37 per-
cent over capacity. 

In fiscal 2001 and fiscal 2002, $158.9 
million was appropriated for the site 
planning, development, construction of 
the Mendota facility. However, rescis-
sions of $57 million in fiscal year 2002 
and 2004 have jeopardized this project. 
To maintain the existing contract, the 
final option must be exercised by this 
year, October 8, 2006. 

Should this contract expire, a new 
bid is expected to increase the cost of 
the facility by over 20 percent more. 

Over $100 million in Federal funds has 
already been spent on the facility. It 
now sits empty, and 40 percent of the 
construction is completed. 

If this rescission is allowed to stand, 
it will stand as a testament to the Fed-
eral Government’s response of being 
penny wise and pound foolish. 

Mr. Chairman, is it your under-
standing that the $89 million included 
in this bill for construction and main-
tenance of Federal prisons is not di-
rected to specific facilities? 

Mr. WOLF. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia is correct. 

Mr. COSTA. Then, Mr. Chairman, if 
the Bureau of Prisons deems this 
project a priority, would the chairman 
agree to work with me to try to make 
funds available to continue this facil-
ity so that it is not left half completed 
and therefore wasted Federal funds 
would have been spent? 

Mr. WOLF. The committee is aware 
of the circumstances surrounding the 
Mendota facility and will work with 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I would like to thank the 
gentleman from Virginia for his com-
ments. 

With the permission of the Chair, I 
will now submit for the RECORD an ad-
ditional statement detailing the situa-
tion at this Mendota facility and com-
mit to continue to work with you. 

Chairman WOLF and Ranking Member MOL-
LOHAN, I commend you for your leadership 
and good work on the Science State Justice 
Commerce Appropriations measure, given the 
limitations of the budget. I was particularly 
pleased with the report language addressing 
the Administration’s shortsighted request to re-
scind prison construction funds bearing in 
mind the increasing demands on our already 
overcrowded federal prisons. 

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of my constituents 
in the small rural town of Mendota, I would like 
to call your attention to an issue of pressing 
concern in the congressional district I am 
proud to represent. At its core this is an issue 
of smart budgeting, addressing security de-
mands, and the federal government following 
through on its commitments. 

In May of 2000, the City of Mendota was 
approached by the Federal Bureau of Prisons 
proposing to build a medium security federal 
correctional institution in Mendota, California. 
The required environmental impact study fol-
lowed, after which Mendota was selected. The 
local elected officials and community leaders 
have been strong supporters of the project, 
proud to provide a public service to the coun-
try and encouraged by the economic stimulus 
the prison would create. 

The demand for such a prison is imperative 
and the Mendota facility will provide much 
needed bed space for 1,152 medium-security 
male inmates. With crowding at medium-secu-
rity facilities currently 37 percent over capac-
ity, this institution is of critical importance. 
Worse yet, an additional 7,500 new federal in-
mates are expected to enter our federal pris-
ons annually. 

Today, California’s Corrections Institutions 
are the second-largest prison system in the 
nation after the Federal Bureau of Prisons. 
California’s prison population, according to a 

June 11, 2006, report in the Washington Post, 
‘‘has surged in recent months to more than 
173,000, resulting in the worst overcrowding in 
the country and costing taxpayers more than 
$8 billion a year.’’ Just today, The Sacramento 
Bee reported that California ‘‘prisons are more 
overcrowded than ever, some 200 percent of 
design capacity.’’ In response, California Gov-
ernor Arnold Schwarzenegger called for a spe-
cial legislative session and proposed an initia-
tive to expedite the construction of State pris-
ons. 

The funding history for the Mendota facility 
is an embarrassment. Should the Administra-
tion get its way in the FY2007 budget, it is the 
American taxpayer that will bear the burden of 
increased costs. Funding for this facility in-
cludes $11.9 million in FY2001 for site and 
planning development and $147 million in FY 
2002 for remaining construction funding. How-
ever, rescission of $5.744 million in FY 2002 
and $51.895 million in FY 2004 has jeopard-
ized the entire project. To maintain the exist-
ing contract, the final option must be exercised 
by October 8, 2006. Should this contract ex-
pire, it is anticipated that any new contract will 
cost at least 20 percent more. 

However, the President’s FY2007 Budget 
contained no funding for the completion of the 
Mendota facility. 

The federal government has made a long 
term commitment to construct and operate the 
Mendota facility. Over $100 million in federal 
funds has already been spent on the facility 
with 40 percent of the construction complete. 
To bring this project to a virtual halt at this 
stage would be unfair to the citizens of 
Mendota, a city with an 18.6 percent unem-
ployment rate and 42 percent living below the 
poverty line. Mendota is counting on the gov-
ernment to keep its promise. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to ask the gen-
tleman from Virginia to engage in a 
colloquy. I would ask the gentleman 
from Virginia to do that. This would 
involve the provision in the bill’s com-
mittee report that relates to the Fed-
eral Bureau of Prisons. 

I am thankful that the committee 
has included language in the fiscal year 
2007 bill with the intent to direct the 
Bureau of Prisons to renew the inter-
governmental agreements with four 
West Texas communities, including 
Reeves County, which are set to expire 
in 2007, if these local governments offer 
the Bureau of Prisons fair and reason-
able prices and their facilities meet the 
Bureau of Prisons’ standards. 

Further, I am pleased that it is the 
intent of the committee that this lan-
guage be binding upon the Bureau of 
Prisons under application of this ap-
propriations bill. 

It is also my understanding that 
there is a misprint in the committee 
report accompanying the 2007 Science, 
State, Justice, Commerce Appropria-
tions Bill. The language in the report 
should read, as passed by my amend-
ment during full committee markup, 
that the Bureau of Prisons is directed 
to renew agreements with local govern-
ments housing Federal criminal aliens, 
if these facilities meet Bureau of Pris-
ons’ standards and a fair and reason-
able price is offered. 
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I am hopeful that the chairman will 

acknowledge that this is the language 
that was intended. 

Mr. WOLF. I thank the gentleman 
from Texas, who is very, very, very 
persistent. I agree with his description 
of the intent of the language and ac-
knowledge that the report should re-
flect what was passed by the com-
mittee last week as described by gen-
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Virginia for 
his support on this issue of great im-
portance to my constituents and the 
people of the State of Texas. 

Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, would the chairman of 
the Science, State, Justice and Com-
merce Appropriations subcommittee 
engage me in a colloquy? 

Thank you for yielding and engaging 
in this colloquy on the Small Business 
Administration’s New Markets Venture 
Capital Program. 

Mr. Chairman, we have talked before 
about the many small businesses lo-
cated in low-income urban and rural 
areas that lack access to capital in the 
form of equity, and that presents a se-
rious barrier to growth. 

Although it is widely recognized that 
small businesses create 75 percent of 
all new jobs and account for 99 percent 
of all employers, conventional venture 
capital firms simply overlook low-in-
come areas; and it handicaps these 
businesses’ ability to leverage re-
sources needed to expand existing oper-
ations and hire and train qualified em-
ployees. 

The Small Business Administration’s 
New Markets Venture Capital Program 
was established precisely for this pur-
pose, to fill the access to capital gap 
that exists for a number of these small 
businesses in these communities. The 
program was designed for the purpose 
of making equity investments in grow-
ing small businesses located in eco-
nomically stressed urban and rural re-
gions through the creation of privately 
managed new market venture capital 
companies. 

b 1845 
The overall objective of these equity 

investments is to provide patient cap-
ital to help promote economic develop-
ment and the creation of wealth, not 
for individuals but wealth to support 
employment opportunities in under-
served areas, as well as among the resi-
dents living in such neighborhoods. 

Six new market venture companies 
were created during the initial phase of 
this program, Mr. Chairman; and these 
firms are still operating and making 
critical equity investment in small 
businesses, primarily located in low-in-
come urban and in rural areas. It is im-
perative that the new market venture 
capital program is given a chance to 
succeed in order to continue its mis-
sion in bringing much-needed equity 
investment capital to small businesses 
in these communities that need them 
the most. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlewoman from Wisconsin for 
her very, very hard work and leader-
ship on this issue. 

The committee shares her concern of 
providing sources of capital for small 
businesses and makes a very compel-
ling point. The committee supports 
this small business investment com-
pany, SBIC, program, another SBA pro-
gram that provides equity investments 
to small businesses. The committee 
also understands that the NMVC pro-
gram is still operational and that the 
SBA is still monitoring the work of the 
existing NMVC companies. 

Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank you for your concern. As 
you may know from our previous con-
versations, my congressional district 
includes the City of Milwaukee, a city 
that currently ranks 48th out of the 50 
largest U.S. cities in venture capital 
investment dollars, 7th among the 
poorest cities in the Nation, and has a 
52 percent unemployment rate among 
African American men. 

I recognize that these SBICs offer an-
other source of equity capital for small 
businesses. However, as you can see, 
more needs to be done to ensure that 
these investment dollars are specifi-
cally geared toward those urban and 
rural neighborhoods that continue to 
be left behind. It is so crucial that we 
do our part to provide the necessary in-
centives to encourage venture capital 
investments in these communities, and 
I respectfully ask for your help in this 
effort. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tlewoman would yield, the committee 
notes your concern; and we will do ev-
erything we can to help. 

Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. Thank you 
so much, Mr. Chairman; and I look for-
ward to working with you. 

Mrs. SCHMIDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to engage 
in a colloquy with the esteemed chair-
man of the subcommittee, Mr. WOLF. 

Mr. Chairman, in January, I intro-
duced legislation to require the Depart-
ment of Justice to make available on 
the Internet the documents related to 
the Foreign Agents Registration Act, 
called FARA. It is imperative that we 
make FARA documents available on 
the Internet. This will increase public 
access to information about foreign 
lobbyists and, in turn, increase public 
confidence in Congress. 

I know the subcommittee chairman 
has been working with the Department 
of Justice to accomplish this. I am told 
that this process is under way and may 
be completed by the end of the year. I 
thank the subcommittee chairman for 
his continuing leadership and for in-
cluding report language urging the De-
partment of Justice to complete this 
effort as quickly as possible. I would 
like to work with the subcommittee 

chairman to ensure that this impor-
tant project is completed this year. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. SCHMIDT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I most cer-
tainly will work with the gentlewoman 
from Ohio on this project. This is very, 
very important. 

You had lobbyists downtown lob-
bying for the Khartoum government on 
the issue of Darfur, where this House 
has voted, saying that what is taking 
place in Darfur is genocide, and yet 
you actually had a high-level official 
who had worked at the State Depart-
ment and National Security Council 
out there representing the Khartoum 
government. 

You also have a number of law firms 
in this city that are now representing 
China, and I do not know how you live 
with yourself if you represent China 
and you are an American citizen. We 
had a meeting yesterday and we found 
out there are now 40 Catholic bishops 
and priests in jail in China today, 40. 
There are 4 to 6,000 evangelical house 
church people in jail today in China, 
and yet some of the big law firms 
downtown are representing China. 

And then the beat goes on. You have 
them representing China with regard 
to what is taking place in the Uighurs, 
what is taking place with the Dalai 
Lama and in Tibet. 

So I think the gentlewoman’s amend-
ment and position is exactly right. We 
will do everything we can to make sure 
that it is on line so we can find out who 
has the audacity to represent Sudan 
and the Khartoum government during 
the days of genocide and the same 
thing with regard to China. 

So we will look forward to working 
with the gentlewoman. 

Mrs. SCHMIDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the subcommittee chairman for 
his remarks and look forward to work-
ing with him and the rest of the Con-
gress. 

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, let me begin by ex-
pressing my gratitude to you for your 
leadership and the hard work that you 
and your staff have put into the fiscal 
year 2007 Science, State, Justice, Com-
merce Appropriations bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I also want to thank 
you for your great work in helping 
local law enforcement and for working 
to increase funding in the COPS pro-
gram, which is desperately needed. 
While there are many ways the Federal 
Government protects us, ultimately 
local law enforcement is on the front 
lines in our neighborhoods when it 
comes to fighting crime and, now, in 
fighting terrorism; and the COPS pro-
gram provides vital assistance to them 
in these efforts. 

I spent 33 years of my life in law en-
forcement and served as a patrol offi-
cer all the way to the sheriff of the 
King County Sheriff’s Office in Seattle, 
Washington, one of the largest law en-
forcement agencies in the country. As 
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a sheriff, I have witnessed how the 
COPS program provided much-needed 
funding to King County, from school 
resource officers to new law enforce-
ment technology. 

Mr. Chairman, the Federal Govern-
ment is constantly telling local law en-
forcement in this new post-9/11 age 
that we must work in partnership, that 
we must work together to keep our Na-
tion safe. After all, catching a terrorist 
in Seattle who may want to kill people 
in Los Angeles is not just a local prob-
lem; it is a national problem. 

However, the word ‘‘partnership’’ 
rings hollow if the vital funds nec-
essary to implement that partnership 
are not there. If local law enforcement 
upholds its end of the program, the 
vital funding is required. Too often, 
this funding comes from their budget 
without any Federal assistance. The 
local agencies are faced with a di-
lemma of either not participating in 
vital terror-fighting activities and pro-
grams, or joining in those efforts and 
shortchanging local programs that 
keep our families safe. 

Starting in 2002, funding for local law 
enforcement under the COPS program 
decreased. The COPS program received 
$929 million in 2003, $411 million in 2006. 
This does not send the right message to 
our local law enforcement about the 
commitment of Congress to work with 
that partnership. 

However, I am very grateful to you, 
Mr. Chairman, for being willing to lis-
ten and to work on this issue with me. 
With your help, this year’s bill will in-
crease total funding for the COPS pro-
gram to $570.5 million. This is the first 
increase in COPS funding in 5 years 
and something to be thankful for and 
proud of. In addition, $99 million is in-
cluded in the bill to address meth 
cleanup. 

Adequately funding the COPS pro-
gram in this bill sends the right mes-
sage to our local law enforcement com-
munity that the Federal Government 
is an equal partner and that the Fed-
eral Government is giving local police 
backup in this fight. 

While we still need to work to con-
tinue to increase funding for local law 
enforcement efforts in the fight against 
meth, I believe that this increase is a 
positive step in the right direction. 
Tight budget constraints make it im-
possible to fully fund every program, 
and I thank the chairman for recog-
nizing the importance of local law en-
forcement and providing an increase in 
the COPS program. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REICHERT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Washington for 
raising this issue. He has talked to me 
so many times, and I appreciate his 
persistence. 

I want to thank him for his leader-
ship on issues important to law en-
forcement and the fight against meth 
and the spread of gangs in our commu-

nities. I understand your perspective 
on this concern as a former law en-
forcement officer, and I am glad I was 
able to work with you to provide in-
creased funding under the COPS pro-
gram; and, frankly, if we could do more 
when we get to conference, we will be 
glad to do that. 

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the chairman. I look forward to 
working with you. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
TERRY) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington, Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 5672) making 
appropriations for Science, the Depart-
ments of State, Justice, and Com-
merce, and related agencies for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2007, and 
for other purposes, had come to no res-
olution thereon. 

f 

LIMITING AMENDMENTS DURING 
FURTHER CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 5672, SCIENCE, STATE, JUS-
TICE, COMMERCE, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2007 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that during further con-
sideration of H.R. 5672 in the Com-
mittee of the Whole, pursuant to House 
Resolution 890, notwithstanding clause 
11 of rule XVIII, no further amendment 
to the bill may be offered except: pro 
forma amendments offered at any point 
in the reading by the chairman or 
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations or their des-
ignees for the purpose of debate; 
amendments printed in the RECORD and 
numbered 2, 3, 5, 7, 11, 12, 13, 16, 17, 18, 
20, 21, 22, 23, 24 and 25; an amendment 
by each of the following specified Mem-
bers: 

Mr. REICHERT, regarding funding for 
the Justice Assistance grant program, 
which shall be debatable for 20 min-
utes; 

Ms. BROWN-WAITE, regarding funding 
for VAWA program; 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, regarding funding for 
the SBA, which shall be debatable for 
20 minutes; 

Mr. HINCHEY, regarding funding limi-
tation on implementation of medical 
marijuana laws, which shall be debat-
able for 20 minutes; 

Mr. WOLF or Mr. MOLLOHAN, regard-
ing funding for State and local law en-
forcement assistance; 

Mr. OBEY, regarding funding for 
Legal Services Corporation; 

Mr. BOSWELL, regarding funding for 
criminal records upgrades; 

Mr. WYNN, regarding funding for drug 
courts; 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, regard-
ing funding for FBI salaries and ex-
penses; 

Mr. MOLLOHAN, regarding funding for 
various programs and tax law changes; 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota, regarding 
funding for Justice Assistance grant 
program; 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota, regarding 
funding for Justice Assistance grant 
program; 

Mr. BARROW, regarding funding for 
SCAAP; 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, regarding 
funding for drug courts; 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey, regard-
ing funding for Justice Assistance 
grant programs; 

Mr. REYES, regarding funding for the 
Southwest Border Initiative; 

Mr. FOSSELLA, regarding funding for 
COPS bulletproof vest program; 

Mr. LYNCH, regarding funding for 
COPS bulletproof vest program; 

Mr. RENZI, regarding funding for trib-
al law enforcement; 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, regarding 
funding limitation on targeting seg-
ments of the Muslim and Arab commu-
nities for national security investiga-
tions; 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, regarding 
funding limitation on State and local 
anti-drug task forces that do not col-
lect data on the racial distribution of 
convictions; 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio, regarding USTR 
funding for China enforcement; 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio, regarding ITA 
funding for the Office of China compli-
ance; 

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, regarding 
funding for the Manufacturing Exten-
sion Partnership Program; 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 
regarding funding for NOAA; 

Mr. GILCHREST, regarding funding for 
certain NOAA programs; 

Mr. THOMPSON of California, regard-
ing funding for Pacific Coastal salmon 
recovery; 

b 1900 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio, regarding funding 
for NASA aeronautics research; 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, regarding 
funding for NASA education programs; 

Ms. WATSON, regarding funding for 
the Bureau of Economic and Business 
Affairs; 

Mr. MURPHY, regarding funding re-
duction for FCC unless certain rule-
making occurs; 

Mrs. DAVIS of California, regarding 
funding for the National Veterans 
Business Development Corporation; 

Mr. OBEY, amending FLSA with re-
spect to the minimum wage; 

Mr. ANDREWS, regarding funding lim-
itation on revisions to OMB circular A– 
76; 

Mr. BAIRD, regarding funding limita-
tion on motions filed under section 3730 
of title 31; 

Mr. CAPUANO, regarding funding for 
young witness assistance grants; 

Mr. CARDOZA, regarding funding for 
drug endangered children grant pro-
gram; 

Mr. CULBERSON, regarding funding 
limitation on activities in contraven-
tion of section 1373 of title 8; 
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Ms. DEGETTE, regarding funding for 

Internet Crimes Against Children task 
forces; 

Ms. DELAURO, regarding funding for 
sexual assault services grants; 

Mr. ENGEL, regarding funding limita-
tion on energy efficiency standards; 

Mr. ETHERIDGE, regarding the Home-
town Heroes Act; 

a funding limitation by Mr. FLAKE on 
each of the following: Rochester, New 
York Tooling and Machining Associa-
tion for a workforce development pro-
gram; 

Bronx Council for marketing of local 
business arts initiatives; 

Arthur Avenue Retail Market for 
local business requirements and im-
provements; 

Wisconsin Procurement Initiative; 
JARI for a regional business incu-

bator; 
Fairmont State University for a 

small business development initiative; 
Fairplex Trade and Conference Cen-

ter; 
Southern and Eastern Kentucky 

Tourism Development Association; 
JARI Workforce Development Pro-

gram and Small Business Technology 
Center; 

Oil Region Alliance of Business, In-
dustry and Tourism; 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, regard-
ing funding limitation on manned 
space mission to Mars; 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey, requir-
ing annual report on U.S. contributions 
to the U.N. and affiliated entities; 

Mr. GINGREY, regarding funding limi-
tation on participation under the Visa 
Waiver program; 

Mr. HINCHEY, regarding funding limi-
tation on ‘‘Knock and Announce’’ poli-
cies; 

Mr. HINCHEY, regarding medical 
marijuana and transfers of funds for 
certain State and local programs; 

Mr. HINCHEY, regarding funding limi-
tation for FCC licenses based on owner-
ship; 

Mr. HINCHEY, regarding funding limi-
tation on private phone records from 
data and credit brokers; 

Mr. INSLEE, regarding funding for 
children and youth programs and the 
national tribal sexual offender reg-
istry; 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 
regarding funding for juvenile justice 
programs; 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 
regarding funding for the juvenile de-
linquency prevention block grant pro-
gram; 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio, regarding fund-
ing limitation on the EEOC National 
Contact Center; 

Mr. KING of Iowa, regarding funding 
for enforcement of section 642 of the 
IIRIRA; 

Mr. KUCINICH, regarding funding limi-
tation on NASA involuntary separa-
tions; 

Mr. LIPINSKI, regarding funding for 
Law Enforcement Tribute Act; 

Mr. MCCAUL of Texas, regarding 
funding limitation on U.N. peace-

keeping missions in which U.N. em-
ployees under investigation have not 
been removed; 

Mr. MCCAUL of Texas, regarding 
funding limitation on the U.N. Human 
Rights Council unless certain members 
are removed; 

Mr. MCCOTTER, regarding funding 
limitation on filing under FARA unless 
certain conditions are met; 

Mr. NADLER, regarding funding for 
the Jessica Gonzalez Victims Assist-
ance Program; 

Mr. NADLER, regarding funding for 
FBI salaries and expenses; 

Mr. NADLER, regarding funding limi-
tation on issuance of NSA letters to 
health insurance companies; 

Mr. SHERMAN, regarding funding lim-
itation on detention of enemy combat-
ants; 

Mr. SODREL, regarding funding limi-
tation on enforcement of the final 
judgment issued in Hinrichs v. Bosman; 

Mr. TIAHRT, regarding competitive-
ness; 

Ms. WATSON or Mr. ISSA, regarding 
funding limitation on accession of the 
Russian Federation into the WTO un-
less USTR makes certain certifi-
cations; 

Mr. WAXMAN, regarding funding limi-
tation on Industry Trade Advisory 
Committee on Chemicals unless cer-
tain membership requirements are 
met; 

Mr. WEINER, regarding funding for 
COPS hiring program; and 

an amendment or amendments by 
Mr. WOLF. 

Each such amendment may be offered 
only by the Member named in this re-
quest or a designee, or by the Member 
who caused it to be printed in the 
RECORD or a designee, shall be consid-
ered as read, shall not be subject to 
amendment except that the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Appropriations and the 
Subcommittee on Science, the Depart-
ments of State, Justice, and Com-
merce, and Related Agencies each may 
offer one pro forma amendment for the 
purpose of debate; and shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for division of the 
question in the House or in the Com-
mittee of the Whole. 

Except as otherwise specified, each 
amendment shall be debatable for 10 
minutes, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent. An amendment shall be consid-
ered to fit the description stated in 
this request if it addresses in whole or 
in part the object described. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia? 

Mr. OBEY. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. Speaker, I want to make the 
point again that if all of these amend-
ments are offered, we could be here for 
as much as 25 hours. 

So I would hope that Members would 
consider whether or not these amend-
ments are duplicative and that some of 
them might not be offered, if we are 
going to finish this in a timely fashion. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
f 

SCIENCE, STATE, JUSTICE, COM-
MERCE, AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2007 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 890 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 5672. 

b 1907 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 

itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
5672) making appropriations for 
Science, the Departments of State, 
Justice, and Commerce, and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2007, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. HASTINGS of Washington in 
the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole rose earlier today, 
the bill had been read through page 2, 
line 8. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
today, no further amendment to the 
bill may be offered except those speci-
fied in the previous order of the House 
of today, which is at the desk. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WOLF 
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the last word. 
My amendment proposes to move $1 

million from Justice General Adminis-
tration in order to restore funding 
eliminated from the budget request for 
the Missing Alzheimer’s program. This 
program is critical to supporting law 
enforcement efforts to find missing 
adults suffering from the terrible dis-
ease of Alzheimer’s. 

This is very important because Alz-
heimer’s is a very difficult situation 
for both the individual with Alz-
heimer’s and the family members. I 
offer it on behalf of Mr. MOLLOHAN, and 
I know Congresswoman Maxine Waters 
strongly, strongly supports the adop-
tion of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
intend to offer an amendment? 

Mr. WOLF. I do, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment 

at the desk. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WOLF: 
Page 2, line 7, after the dollar amount, in-

sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $1,000,000)’’. 
Page 23, line 4, after the dollar amount, in-

sert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$1,000,000)’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
2(f) of rule XXI, the Chair must query 
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whether any Member raises a point of 
order against provisions of the bill ad-
dressed by the amendment but not yet 
reached in the reading: to wit, the 
paragraph beginning on page 22, line 18. 

If not, the gentleman from Virginia 
is recognized for 5 minutes on his 
amendment. 

Mr. WOLF. Well, I won’t repeat my-
self. The amendment proposes to move 
$1 million from Justice General Admin-
istration in order to restore funding 
eliminated from the budget request for 
the Missing Alzheimer’s program. It is 
a very important and very needed pro-
gram. 

Mr. Chairman, with that, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, how 
is the time controlled on this amend-
ment; and how much time is on the 
amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. There are 10 min-
utes of debate. Nobody has claimed the 
time in opposition as of yet. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. We have no opposi-
tion, Mr. Chairman, but I will claim 
the 5 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
ask unanimous consent, notwith-
standing the fact he is not opposed, to 
have the time in opposition? 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 

recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume, and I rise in strong support of 
the amendment. 

There are 4.5 million Americans suf-
fering from this terrible disease, Alz-
heimer’s, and by 2050 we are looking at 
over 16 million potential victims of 
this dementia disease. 

Wandering is a terrible condition and 
of great concern to the loved ones of 
individuals with Alzheimer’s. This pro-
gram addresses that and addresses it 
very effectively. I compliment the 
chairman for the amendment and com-
pliment our colleague from California, 
Ms. WATERS, who has been a champion 
in this field. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the balance of my time on this side. I 
know my colleague has a group who 
want to speak. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as she may consume to 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
WATERS). 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to thank the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WOLF) for offering this 
amendment with me to restore funding 
for the Safe Return Program for Alz-
heimer’s patients. I would also like to 
thank him and my colleague from West 
Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) for all their 
hard work on this bill. 

Mr. Chairman and Members, I did be-
come rather alarmed when I learned 
the Science, State, Justice, Commerce 
bill for fiscal year 2006 reported out of 
the Appropriations Committee had not 
funded Safe Return, and I am just so 

appreciative for Mr. WOLF’s leadership 
and Mr. MOLLOHAN’s leadership in 
agreeing to make sure that this fund-
ing was restored. 

An estimated 4.5 million Americans 
have Alzheimer’s disease, including one 
in 10 individuals over 65, with nearly 
half of those over 85. Sixty percent of 
Alzheimer’s patients are likely to wan-
der from their homes. Wanderers are 
vulnerable to dehydration, weather 
conditions, traffic hazards, and individ-
uals who prey on those who are de-
fenseless. Up to 50 percent of wandering 
Alzheimer’s patients will become seri-
ously injured or will die if they are not 
found within 24 hours. 

The Safe Return Program for Alz-
heimer’s patients is a Department of 
Justice program that helps local com-
munities and law enforcement officials 
identify wandering Alzheimer’s pa-
tients quickly and ensures their safe 
return home. Under the Safe Return 
Program, patients are enrolled in a 
confidential national computerized 
database and provided with an identity 
bracelet or other identifying materials, 
such as necklace, key chain, wallet 
card, or clothing labels. The identi-
fying materials contain the patient’s 
name and a toll free number to contact 
their family. 

Since its inception 10 years ago, the 
Safe Return Program has registered 
over 143,000 individuals who may wan-
der, and has united over 11, 200 wan-
derers with their families. The Safe Re-
turn Program was able to carry out its 
lifesaving work with an appropriation 
of $840,000 in fiscal year 2006. Unfortu-
nately, this had, I guess, been over-
looked for a while. But now that our 
colleagues have provided the leadership 
to put in $1 million, this program will 
remain in the budget. The Wolf-Waters 
amendment would restore the funding 
for this critical program and provides 
$1 million in fiscal year 2007, a slight 
increase over the 2006 funding level. 

I know that we are all very pleased 
about this, so let me just remind my 
colleagues that we have families now, 
working families, and sometimes their 
parents, both parents, have Alz-
heimer’s disease. We have many fami-
lies that are struggling to take care of 
their children, go to work every day, 
and take care of their parents. This 
program helps so much because they 
will wander away. But with this fund-
ing and the Alzheimer’s Association, 
working with the Justice Department, 
they can return many of these wan-
derers back to their families, and of 
course keep them safe. 

I thank you so very much. 

b 1915 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the amendment 
again, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. OBEY: 
Page 2, line 7, after the dollar amount, in-

sert: ‘‘(reduced by $6,736,000)’’. 
Page 62, line 12, after the dollar amount, 

insert: ‘‘(reduced by $20,000,000)’’. 
Page 86, line 17, after each of the dollar 

amounts, insert: ‘‘(increased by $25,000,000)’’. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment simply adds $25 million to 
the Legal Services Corporation, return-
ing it to the 2003 level from which it 
has fallen since that time. We have a 
bipartisan letter to Chairman WOLF 
from Ranking Member MOLLOHAN 
signed by 160 Members of this House 
led by Representatives RAMSTAD and 
DELAHUNT, calling on the committee to 
restore funding for this program. 

This bill cuts LSC by $12.7 million 
below last year’s level. LSC-funded 
programs are the Nation’s primary 
source of legal assistance to women 
who are the victims of violence. Sev-
enty-three percent of those seeking as-
sistance under this program are 
women. 

This budget has declined from $400 
million in 1996, and we are not even re-
storing it to that level. We are simply 
asking to restore $25 million of the 
massive cut that has occurred since 
that time. 

Because of the cuts already incurred 
by this program, 16 field offices have 
already been closed. I don’t think we 
want to see any more of that. 

The offsets are very simple. We are 
taking $6.7 million from the Depart-
ment of Justice general administration 
funds. The account is below the re-
quest, but the mark funds an 18 percent 
rent increase for management. 

We would secondly take the rest of 
the funding out of the Department of 
State Administration of Foreign Af-
fairs, Diplomatic and Consular Pro-
grams. The account includes a $76.9 
million increase over the current year. 
This cut leaves in place increases for 
Intelligence and Research, Public Di-
plomacy, Foreign Language Training, 
Reconstruction and Stabilization and 
Border Security. 

Mr. Chairman, we stand on this floor 
every day, and we recite the pledge of 
allegiance to the flag. In the process of 
doing that, we pledge to support ‘‘lib-
erty and justice for all.’’ 

You simply cannot have justice in 
this country if you do not have ade-
quate access to its court system. It 
seems to me that this amendment is on 
its face self-evident. There is no reason 
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why we cannot, with all of the money 
we spend for so many other programs, 
there is no reason that we cannot pro-
vide such a small restoration of fund-
ing for people who have nowhere else to 
go to be able to participate in what is 
supposed to be a system that produces 
equal justice for all. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
salute the gentleman. He made some 
very important points. But we have 
had to make some difficult decisions 
putting this bill together. 

The bill already includes $314 million 
for the Legal Services Corporation. 
This used to be politicized. It has not 
been politicized. It is an increase of $3 
million above the President’s request. 
That means we cut $3 million from 
some other part of the bill to increase 
funding for the Legal Services Corpora-
tion. 

There are a number of areas in the 
bill that we would increase funding for 
if we didn’t have to restore $1.1 billion 
for State and local law enforcement. 

Unlike the Legal Services, which is 
funded above the request, we have al-
ready cut from the request of State De-
partment’s Diplomatic and Consular 
Affairs operations account by $147 mil-
lion. Our bill provides a modest in-
crease of $77 million or 2.1 percent to 
cover pay and inflationary costs for the 
Department. 

The only increases that the funding 
supports are new positions for critical 
posts around the world to support our 
national interests in emerging nations 
like India, China, Egypt and Indonesia. 

In addition, we have supported an in-
crease for the Office of Stabilization 
and Reconstruction and for new crit-
ical language training positions. 

We are in a global war on terror. This 
amendment cuts into already reduced 
amounts to support the diplomatic side 
of this effort. North Korea has just 
threatened to test a nuclear weapon. 
Iran continues its efforts to develop a 
nuclear program. 

Further, this amendment would cut 
$5 million from the Department of Jus-
tice administration account. The bill 
already reduces that request for gen-
eral administration by $25 million or 22 
percent below the request. The Acting 
Assistant Attorney General for Admin-
istration has written us to inform us 
that, at the current level of funding in 
the bill, 58 positions will be eliminated 
at the Department of Justice head-
quarters. 

Additional cuts will hinder the De-
partment’s abilities to effectively man-
age more than $20 billion in appropria-
tions, operate hundreds of DOJ facili-
ties, manage 100,000 employees and co-
ordinate public policy. 

We have done the best we can. We 
have also got the Manufacturing Ex-

tension Program up. We have increased 
drug courts by 300 percent. So a bill 
that treats the diverse accounts within 
our jurisdiction, I think, has been done 
as fairly as we can. Therefore, I urge 
the rejection of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of this amendment. The gentle-
man’s amendment would increase the 
Legal Services Corporation by $25 mil-
lion. That is up to the recent high 
water mark of $338 million that was en-
acted in fiscal 2003. 

Since that high water mark, the 
funding trend for the Legal Services 
Corporation has been disappointing. It 
has decreased incrementally until this 
year, like a lot of other domestic dis-
cretionary programs in this bill, but 
none more important than Legal Serv-
ices Corporation. 

If we are to fulfill the promise of this 
great Nation that everybody in our so-
ciety has equal access to the law, obvi-
ously having the resources to have ac-
cess to the law is extremely important. 
That is what this program does for 
those who are the least able to pay for 
legal services, to afford legal represen-
tation in time of need. It is often this 
group of people who have a lot of legal 
problems. They need a lot of assist-
ance. 

This year, we see a precipitous drop 
in the funding as it plummets by $13 
million below last year’s level. 

Forgive me for citing West Virginia’s 
example, but I think it is a good one 
which reflects this downward trend and 
what its disastrous effect is. Since 2003, 
due to the census adjustment and de-
creased funding, the program has laid 
off 13 to 18 staff members in my State. 
The program currently has 92 staff 
members, including 37 lawyers. The 
layoffs are about 16 percent of the 
workforce. The program has lost 
$400,000 in funding, had to close four or 
five services in small counties in 
southern West Virginia. 

In 2002, Legal Aid of West Virginia 
closed 6,145 cases. In 2005, that number 
decreased to 5,257 cases. The West Vir-
ginia program has estimated that it is 
unable to serve approximately 15,000 
people a year due to lack of resources. 
That is a lot of people, Mr. Chairman, 
who are unable to access the legal sys-
tem for want of resources. All of us can 
appreciate the hardship that that en-
tails. 

I rise in strong support of the amend-
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I will be introducing, at the ap-
propriate time, a letter from the na-
tional Legal Aid & Defender Associa-
tion that says, in part, that the LSC- 
funded program simply cannot keep up 
with the demand for services. Docu-
menting the Justice gap, a year-long 

study released by the LSC in October 
of 2005 revealed that at least 50 percent 
of eligible clients were turned away 
from LSC-funded programs due to a 
lack of resources. 

In other words, for every client 
served, at least one eligible client was 
turned away. This statistic reflects the 
vast unmet need and is, nonetheless, an 
underestimate and does not take into 
account the countless people, eligible 
people, who did not seek assistance be-
cause they were not aware that the 
LSC programs could help them. 

This letter says that we are ex-
tremely concerned that cuts to LSC- 
funded programs will have a harmful 
effect on our judicial system, our econ-
omy and businesses, and our society in 
general. 

Mr. Chairman, it is significant that 
this letter is signed by approximately 
60 general counsels of our Nation’s 
leading corporations who are asking 
for this kind of amendment. Actually, 
they are asking for more resources, but 
at least this modest amendment ought 
to be adopted in response to this letter. 

NATIONAL LEGAL AID & DEFENDER 
ASSOCIATION, 

Washington, DC, June 26, 2006. 
Hon. ROBERT C. SCOTT, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE SCOTT: As the gen-
eral counsel of some of our nation’s leading 
corporations, we are asking for your help. 
The Legal Services Corporation (LSC), the 
primary legal lifeline to millions of Ameri-
cans in times of need, is in jeopardy of hav-
ing its already inadequate funding further 
eroded. Today, LSC’s funding is less than 
one-half of the inflation-adjusted dollars 
that Congress appropriated in FY 1980, and 
ten million dollars less than the FY 2003 ap-
propriation. In his FY 2007 budget request, 
President Bush has proposed an additional 
4.6 percent decrease from the current $326.6 
million appropriation to $310.9 million. We 
are asking you to reverse this diminution of 
critical funds by supporting the Corpora-
tion’s FY 2007 budget request of $411.8 mil-
lion. 

Due to recent cuts to the LSC appropria-
tion and rising inflation rates, LSC-funded 
programs have struggled to help the growing 
number of our country’s impoverished. Pov-
erty statistics show that between 2002 and 
2004, the number of people eligible for LSC 
services increased from 47 million to 49.7 
million, which is about one in every six 
Americans. Sadly, of these nearly 50 million 
people, more than one third of them are chil-
dren. To put clients’ need in perspective: a 
family of four must earn a meager $25,000 or 
less to qualify. 

LSC-funded programs simply cannot keep 
up with the demand for services. Docu-
menting the Justice Gap, a year-long study 
released by LSC in October 2005, revealed 
that at least 50 percent of eligible clients 
were turned away from LSC-funded programs 
due to a lack of resources. In other words, 
for every client served, at least one eligible 
client is turned away. While this statistic re-
flects the vast unmet need, it is, nonetheless, 
an underestimate and does not take into ac-
count the countless eligible people who did 
not seek assistance because they were not 
aware that LSC-funded programs could help 
them. 

We are extremely concerned that cuts to 
LSC funding will have a harmful affect on 
our judicial system, our economy and busi-
nesses, and our society in general. While we 
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are mindful of the severe fiscal constraints 
under which the Congress finds itself, we ask 
you to act now to ensure that essential civil 
legal services continue to make differences 
in the lives of those in need. Please support 
a FY 2007 LSC appropriation of $411.8 million 
and join us in upholding the American prom-
ise of ‘‘justice for all.’’ 

Sincerely, 
Kenneth C. Frazier, Merck & Co., Inc., 

Chair, NLADA Corporate Advisory, 
Committee; Peter Arakas, LEGO Sys-
tems, Inc.; Richard N. Baer, Qwest 
Communications Corporation; Theo-
dore N. Bobby, H.J. Heinz Company; 
Paula Boggs, Starbucks Corporation; 
Charles Burson, Esq., Monsanto Com-
pany; Carl J. Busch, Northrop Grum-
man Corporation; Jim Carter, Nike 
Inc.; Robert J. Cindrich, UPMC, Uni-
versity of Pittsburgh Medical Center; 
Mike Cockrell, Sanderson Farms, Inc.; 
Bert Cornelison, Halliburton Company; 
Julie A. Davis, Retail Ventures Inc.; 
Morris Davis, Temple-Inland, Inc.; 
Dodds M. Dehmer, W.G. Yates & Sons 
Construction Company; Catherine A. 
Lamboley, Shell Oil Company, Imme-
diate Past Chair, NLADA, Corporate 
Advisory Committee; Nancy C. Loftin, 
Pinnacle West Capital Corp. and APS; 
Louis M. Lupin, QUALCOMM Incor-
porated; Charles W. Matthews, Jr., 
ExxonMobil Corporation; Ron McCray, 
Kimberly-Clark Corporation; Kevin M. 
McDonald, Anadarko Petroleum Cor-
poration; John H. McGuckin Jr., Union 
Bank of California; Lee R. Mitau, U.S. 
Bancorp; O. Kendall Moore, U-Save 
Auto Rental of America, Inc.; Richard 
Olin, Costco Wholesale Corporation; 
Patrick T. Ortiz, PNM Resources, Inc.; 
Joy Lambert Phillips, Hancock Bank; 
Thomas E. Richardson, Town Pump, 
Inc.; Scott E. Rozzell, CenterPoint En-
ergy, Inc.; 

Deborah Dorman-Rodriguez, Blue Cross 
and Blue Shield of New Mexico; Paul 
Ehrlich, adidas International, Inc.; 
Glenn M. Engelmann, AstraZeneca 
Pharmaceuticals LP; Stephen F. Gates, 
ConocoPhillips; Craig B. Glidden, Chev-
ron Phillips Chemical Company LP; 
Storrow Gordon, Electronic Data Sys-
tems Corporation; Thomas A. 
Gottschalk, General Motors Corpora-
tion; Andrew D. Hendry, Colgate- 
Palmolive Company; Jim Hornstein, 
Moldex Metric, Inc.; Michael Jines, Re-
liant Energy, Inc.; James J. Johnson, 
The Procter & Gamble Company; Mur-
ray L. Johnston Jr., Zachry Construc-
tion Corporation; Guy Kerr, Belo Corp.; 
Ky Lewis, Sharp HealthCare System; 
Mark I. Litow, Esq., Enterprise Rent- 
A-Car Company; Dan D. Sandman, 
United States Steel Corporation; David 
A. Savner, General Dynamics Corpora-
tion; John Schulman, Warner Bros.; 
William F. Schwind, Jr., Marathon Oil 
Corporation; Karen E. Shaff, The Prin-
cipal Financial Group; Lauri M. 
Shanahan, Gap Inc.; Laura Stein, The 
Clorox Company; Ronald Taylor, Blue 
Cross and Blue Shield of Texas; Vivian 
Tseng, Welch Foods Inc., A Coopera-
tive; John E. Tucker, First Tower 
Corp.; Rita Tuzon, Fox Cable Net-
works; Jack VanWoerkom, Staples, 
Inc.; Jennifer L. Vogel, Continental 
Airlines, Inc.; Michael T. Williams, 
Sony Electronics Inc.; Wayne Withers, 
Esq., Emerson Electric Company; 
Christopher J. Littlefield, AmerUs 
Group. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin will be post-
poned. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. REICHERT 
Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. REICHERT: 
Page 2, line 7, after the dollar amount, in-

sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $10,000,000)’’. 
Page 23, line 4, after the dollar amount, in-

sert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$25,000,000)’’. 

Page 23, line 9, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$25,000,000)’’. 

Page 46, line 11, after the dollar amount, 
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$15,000,000)’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
REICHERT) and a Member opposed each 
will control 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, first, 
I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) for his great 
work in helping local law enforcement 
officials strengthen their efforts to 
combat drugs in their communities. 

I rise today to offer an amendment to 
increase funding for local law enforce-
ment communities to reinforce efforts 
to keep drugs out of our communities. 

During my 33 years in law enforce-
ment, I have seen how Byrne-Justice 
Assistance Grants have help local law 
enforcement fight the war on drugs. 
Washington State received $9.6 million 
under the Byrne grant formula. With-
out this funding, our State would not 
have been able to effectively reduce 
violent and drug-related crimes in our 
communities. 

However, since 2001, funding for the 
Byrne-Justice Assistance Grants pro-
gram has declined from over $1 billion 
in 2001 to less than $412 million in 2006. 
The efforts of State and local law en-
forcement officers account for over 90 
percent of all drug arrests and prosecu-
tions. We cannot afford to turn our 
backs on law enforcement if we want to 
continue to achieve success in the fight 
against drugs and gangs. 

My amendment would increase fund-
ing for drug task forces under Byrne 
JAG grants by $25 million. The offset 
would be $10 million from the Depart-
ment of Justice salaries and expense 
administration accounts and $15 mil-
lion from program support, operations, 
research and facilities under NOAA. 

I have the greatest respect for the 
President’s efforts and members of the 

Appropriations Committee to scale 
back government spending. However, 
adequate funding for law enforcement 
and anti-drug task force efforts are 
critical in order for our police officers 
to protect our communities against 
drugs. 

I am not alone in my efforts to in-
crease funding for Byrne JAG grant 
funding. Many Members from both 
sides of the aisle have been leaders in 
the fight to fully fund our local drug 
task force. 

I would like to especially thank the 
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY) 
and the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
SOUDER) for their leadership in support 
of local law enforcement efforts in 
their fight against drugs and meth. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Washington 
for introducing this modest amend-
ment to help families across the Nation 
that are dealing with meth issues, and 
not only the families that have to deal 
with them but the law enforcement 
community, the people on the front 
line. 

I want to thank you for your leader-
ship, Mr. REICHERT. Your experience 
and background as a law enforcement 
officer, somebody on the front line, has 
been instrumental to us in the United 
States Congress in this fight to em-
power our local police officers. 

But I also want to thank the chair-
man of the appropriations sub-
committee in charge, because Chair-
man WOLF knows what drugs has done 
to our families. The budget that was 
sent over to us zeroed these out, elimi-
nated them. The chairman fought to 
get as much put back as he could, but 
we still need more. So I appreciate 
your efforts. 

In Omaha, we have a real meth prob-
lem. It is affecting suburban house-
wives, teenagers, all segments and de-
mographics of our community. I have 
personally seen how it ravages these 
families. I think it is important that 
we step up our efforts to rid this nasty 
drug from our communities. The only 
way to rid it from our communities is 
to empower the local law enforcement 
agencies. 

Now, we have passed a meth law in 
this House that allows for 
pseudoephedrine to be put behind the 
counter. That makes it hard to do the 
labs now. Frankly, in States like Ne-
braska, Iowa, Oklahoma and Missouri 
that have done that, they have seen 
the number of labs go down. But now 
we have got gangs running meth from 
super labs in Mexico. 

b 1930 

So as we take labs down, we still get 
inundated in our communities from 
these drugs from gangs now. And so it 
is extremely important that those peo-
ple that know the gang members, know 
what they are doing can run the task 
forces. And here is a chart up here that 
shows just with meth, from the task 
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forces funded by this 5.54 kilos of meth 
taken off. 

The National Association of Counties re-
ports that 58 percent of counties ranked meth-
amphetamine as their No. 1 drug problem in 
2005, and CDC estimates at least 20,000 
Americans die each year from drug abuse/ 
overdose. 

Byrne-JAG grants incentivize multi-jurisdic-
tional drug enforcement and cooperation be-
tween local, state and federal law enforcement 
agents. These grants are the primary federal 
funds to discourage domestic production of 
methamphetamine. 

The White House’s 2007 budget request to 
Congress again eliminates funding for Byrne. 
In 2004, Congress provided $634 million to 
law enforcement agencies nationwide. Last 
year, the Senate voted to provide $900 mil-
lion—closer to the original funding level for 
this program—but the proposed bill provides 
just $367 million. 

Since FY01, funding has been cut from over 
$1 billion to less than $367 million in the H.R. 
5672. The effect of these cuts has been clear: 
many States have been forced to cut or com-
pletely eliminate their gang and drug task 
forces. 

The $558 million reported as the funding 
level of Byrne-JAG includes $115 million in 
discretionary earmarks, and $75 million for 
Boys and Girls Clubs—leaving $367 million for 
state formula grants supporting drug and vio-
lent crime task forces. 

The proposed $367 million funding level 
would cripple the effectiveness of drug task 
forces nationwide, and jeopardize the gains 
made in reducing nationwide violent crime to 
a 30-year low. The collaborative task forces 
built over the past 15 years to combat drugs 
cannot be easily rebuilt. 

State and local agencies will take the brunt 
of meth investigations without federal assist-
ance. More than 90 percent of drug arrests 
nationwide are made by state and local law 
enforcement. 

Tom Constantine, former head of the Drug 
Enforcement Agency (DEA) testified that the 
majority of DEA cases begin as referrals from 
local and multi-jurisdictional drug investiga-
tions. He was unaware of any major DEA 
case during his tenure that did not originate 
from information gathered at the state and 
local level. 

Last year, Byrne task forces nationwide 
seized 5,600 meth labs, 55,000 weapons, and 
massive quantities of narcotics, including 2.7 
million grams of meth. These results dem-
onstrate the power of using federal dollars to 
leverage state and local partnerships. 

Nebraska will be forced to eliminate 9 of 11 
task forces unless Byrne-JAG funding is in-
creased; Texas has already eliminated its task 
forces due to lack of funding, and New Jersey 
is considering the same course of action. Min-
nesota may be forced to discontinue its rural 
drug task forces, and only three of Missouri’s 
28 Byrne task forces would survive on state 
funding alone. 

The fight against meth is the frontline of the 
Nation’s war on drugs. The fastest-growing 
drug in the Nation, meth has produced a wider 
and more expensive array of problems than 
any other narcotic we have ever faced. And 
midwestern states such as Nebraska bear 
much of the brunt. 

According to Nebraska Attorney General 
Jon Bruning, 60 percent of inmates in Ne-

braska jails have problems with meth. The 
number of people in Nebraska jails for pos-
sessing, selling or manufacturing meth has 
more than doubled since 1999. 

Jails are overcrowded with meth addicts, 
many of whom require special medical care. 
Meth labs quickly become toxic waste dumps 
that can only be cleaned up with large 
amounts of manpower and financial resources. 
Worst of all, children in homes where meth is 
used or made are more often violently abused 
and neglected, and exposed to highly toxic 
chemicals. 

Nationwide, law enforcement officers have 
dismantled more than 50,000 clandestine 
meth labs since 2001. Nearly half of those in-
cidents occurred in just nine Midwestern and 
Plains states, including Nebraska. 

The number of meth labs in Nebraska rose 
from 37 in 1999 to almost 300 in 2004. Fortu-
nately, my State joined a growing coalition of 
States fighting against meth by enacting a 
new law in September to restrict the sale of 
pseudoephedrine. Since that time, the number 
of meth labs has fallen by a phenomenal 70 
percent. 

However, the problem is far from being 
solved since 80 percent of the meth in Ne-
braska is being trafficked from Mexico. This 
meth is far more addictive than what can be 
cooked in a typical ‘‘Mom and Pop’’ meth lab. 

Thanks to Nebraska’s new law, instead of 
using 80 percent of their resources to fight the 
home labs that comprised only 20 percent of 
the State’s meth problem, Nebraska narcotic 
officers can now use more of their time to stop 
the inflow of Mexican meth. 

Congress has played a role in combating 
the Nation’s growing meth problem through 
Edward Byrne Justice Assistance Grants for 
State and local law enforcement agencies. Un-
fortunately, these grants are endangered by 
the failure at the White House to recognize the 
significance of Byrne grants in combating 
meth and other illegal drugs nationwide. 

Byrne task forces are the underpinning of 
our Nation’s successful drug control strategy 
that brought us the lowest violent crime rates 
in 30 years. We must not turn back the clock 
in the war on drugs. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from West Virginia is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment, 
not because it doesn’t increase funding 
for a worthy program. I am extremely 
supportive of the Justice Assistance 
Grants Program. But understand that 
it increases the Justice Assistance For-
mula Grants Program from $367.8 mil-
lion to $392.8 million, by $25 million, if 
my math is correct there. And that is 
all well and good. 

The difficulty is that this amend-
ment increases a general grant pro-
gram for which this money could go for 
anything. It could go for meth; it could 
go for any law enforcement purpose. 
And again, I repeat, it is all good and 
well. The problem is the offset. And 
that is the problem with so many of 
these amendments that will come for-
ward. It is $10 million from the Depart-
ment of Justice General Administra-
tion Salaries and Expenses account. 

Well, the Department of Justice does 
have to run these programs. It has to 
operate these programs and it has gen-
eral administration and salaries and 
expenses costs. This subcommittee has 
very carefully looked at the needs of 
the General Administration and Sala-
ries and Expenses Account and deter-
mined that it needs the amount of 
money that is appropriated. This is al-
ready a tight budget; so funding in that 
account is tight. 

And to then offset $15 million from 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration’s operations, research 
and facilities really hurts an agency 
that is already $514 million below fiscal 
year 2006-enacted level. So we are $514 
million below and we are taking an-
other $15 million off that. At the cur-
rent mark level, NOAA will be required 
to RIF over 700 employees; at the cur-
rent mark level, program cuts are esti-
mated to cost the U.S. economy $1 bil-
lion to $2 billion per year. 

The proposed reduction will only fur-
ther compound these impacts to 
NOAA’s critical public safety and stew-
ardship mission. Great amendment, 
terrible offset. I would just suggest 
that the gentleman think about these 
tough budget decisions when this budg-
et resolution next comes to the floor. 
We just don’t have enough money in 
this bill. And his amendment is for a 
worthy cause. But his offsets are too 
damaging to the agencies that they 
hurt. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield as much time as he may consume 
to the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
WOLF). 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, there is a 
lot I want to say. I don’t know if I can 
say it in that much time. The gentle-
man’s amendment would increase Jus-
tice Assistance grants by $25 million, 
reduce Justice General Administration 
by $10 million, and NOAA by 15. I un-
derstand and I appreciate the gentle-
man’s passion for law enforcement. 
These programs have helped a lot. The 
bill already includes a $50 million in-
crease for JAG, and an increase of $1.1 
billion for local law enforcement above 
the request. Sometimes it doesn’t mat-
ter, but it is above the request. And the 
gentleman’s offsets would create some 
difficulties at Justice and NOAA. 

But the gentleman has worked. I 
think he has made a good point in 
crafting the amendment. I know he and 
others would actually prefer higher 
amendments. There were other amend-
ments rolling around here in the 40 to 
$50 million range. Somehow, this Con-
gress is going to have to deal with the 
issues of all of the spending that is 
coming on and how do we get control. 

Now, there will be others to come up, 
some that are actually good amend-
ments, because they really help people. 
But we are going to devastate other 
programs. And it is sort of like 
Dietrich Bonhoffer with Cheap Grace. 
You can go into some general adminis-
tration area that nobody understands 
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or knows anything about, and then 
there will be no money for general ad-
ministrations. 

I have introduced a bill, I sent out a 
Dear Colleague letter asking people to 
cosponsor a national commission based 
on the base closing commission with 
everything on the table to deal with 
these issues, because it is fundamen-
tally immoral for one generation to 
live on the next generation and our 
children and our grandchildren and the 
whole spending issue. I share what the 
gentleman from West Virginia said, on 
some of these amendment passes, and 
then there is no money for administra-
tion, no money for this, and no money 
for that. 

But there is probably not a more sin-
cere individual on this issue, probably 
because of his work. And my father was 
a policeman in the city of Philadel-
phia. I understand these issues, and we 
want to give our law enforcement the 
resources, particularly with crime 
growing up. 

So I have no objection to the gentle-
man’s amendment. 

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to thank the chairman and 
express my gratitude to him for his 
leadership and hard work that his staff 
and my staff have put into this amend-
ment, and I appreciate his willingness 
to help us and assist us and look for-
ward to working with him on other 
issues in the coming year. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
REICHERT). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BOSWELL 

Mr. BOSWELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. BOSWELL: 
Page 2, line 7, after the dollar amount, in-

sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $1,500,000)’’. 
Page 26, line 6, after the dollar amount, in-

sert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$1,500,000)’’. 

Page 27, line 5, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$1,500,000)’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. BOSWELL) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. BOSWELL. Mr. Chairman, before 
I begin, I too would like to thank the 
chairman of the subcommittee, Mr. 
WOLF, and Mr. MOLLOHAN for their hard 
work and leadership in these very chal-
lenging times and these issues. 

Once again, we find ourselves faced 
with a budget that is less than favor-

able, and they both have done a tre-
mendous job in funding priorities when 
faced with this reality, and I thank 
them for that. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to amend some-
thing similar to what I did a year ago. 
I offered this amendment and it was ac-
cepted by the chairman and ranking 
member when the House considered fis-
cal year 2006 Science, State, Com-
merce, Justice appropriations bill. 

Last year I requested an increase in 
funding for the Criminal Records Up-
grade Program by $2.5 million. This 
year, considering the budget we are 
dealing with, I am asking for even less. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment pro-
posed to increase the Criminal Records 
Upgrade Program by $1.5 million, off-
setting this increase with a reduction 
in the Department of Justice General 
Administration Salaries and Expense 
Account by the same amount. 

Mr. Chairman, the goal of this pro-
gram is to ensure that accurate records 
are available for use in law enforce-
ment and to permit States to identify, 
among other things, persons ineligible 
to hold positions involving children. 
This program helps States build their 
infrastructure to connect to the na-
tional record check systems, both to 
supply information and to conduct req-
uisite checks. 

I firmly believe that having accurate 
criminal records are essential in a 
State’s ability to protect children from 
those who wish to do them harm and 
those who have histories of causing 
such harm. We must continue to pro-
vide law enforcement agencies across 
the Nation with as much information 
as they need to stop sex offenders and 
others who have a history of violence 
and exploitation of our children. 

Mr. Chairman, there will be other 
amendments offered during the course 
of debate on this bill asking for tens of 
millions of dollars. But my amendment 
is not one of them. Times are tight 
when it comes to spending, and I am 
not asking to move the mountain. But 
anything we can spare to ensure that 
our States and our communities can 
have access to information that can be 
used to protect the children of our Na-
tion must be spared. 

With that, I urge the adoption of the 
amendment. 

Mr. WOLF. If the gentleman would 
yield, it is a good amendment. We ac-
cept the amendment. I think we took it 
last year too, if I recall. And I thank 
the gentleman for offering it. And on 
this side we strongly accept it. 

Mr. BOSWELL. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. BOSWELL). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. GINNY BROWN- 

WAITE OF FLORIDA 
Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-

ida. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend-
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Ms. GINNY BROWN- 
WAITE of Florida: 

Page 2, line 7, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $5,000,000)’’. 

Page 20, line 1, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$10,000,000)’’. 

Page 40, line 10, after the dollar amount, 
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$5,000,000)’’. 

Page 40, line 11, after the dollar amount, 
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$2,500,000)’’. 

Page 40, line 12, after the dollar amount, 
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$2,500,000)’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. GINNY 
BROWN-WAITE) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida. 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to offer 
an amendment that will increase fund-
ing for the Violence Against Women 
Act, also known as VAWA. It increases 
it by approximately $10 million. 

Congress has recognized the impor-
tance of these programs in bringing 
hope and a safe future to women across 
our great Nation by reauthorizing 
VAWA last year. 

Although the committee increased 
funding for this program, there are 
still a number of vital programs within 
it that are not going to be adequately 
funded by the bill. Such programs in-
clude funding to assist children ex-
posed to domestic violence, such as the 
various counseling and education pro-
grams, the Sexual Assault Services 
Program, and also inclusion of Indian 
tribes in the national sex offender reg-
istry. 

As a cochair of the Congressional 
Caucus on Women’s Issues, and also 
serving on a local shelter board, I know 
firsthand the reprehensible effects of 
domestic violence on a woman’s 
dreams and success. 

Every rape crisis center and domestic 
violence program in my district has 
brought hope to women and children 
who have been devastated by assaults. 

As you know, domestic violence af-
fects our most vulnerable constituents, 
battered women and their families. 
Evidence suggests that VAWA has been 
effective in reducing violence. For ex-
ample, the rate of domestic violence 
against females over the age of 12 in 
the United States actually showed a 
slight decline. 

But domestic violence is not just a 
man-against-woman phenomenon. 
When a man hits a woman or vice 
versa, often children and young adults 
are left with lasting impressions of 
that violence. Studies show that men 
who are exposed to domestic abuse are 
much more likely to be abusers them-
selves in the future. And young women 
who see abuse are much more prone to 
be victims of abuse as adults them-
selves. 
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This vicious cycle is one that we can 

genuinely affect through violence 
against women programs that provide 
education support networks, increased 
law enforcement and certainly a very 
important component of family coun-
seling. 

It is frustrating but realistic for pol-
icymakers to know that we can’t just 
wave a magic wand and eradicate vio-
lence in our society. Yet, I firmly be-
lieve that this amendment is a step in 
the right direction. 

The amendment takes funding from 
the Department of Justice’s General 
Administration Fund and the Census 
Bureau and helps to fund the violence 
against women programs. 

b 1945 
This add-on actually helps in the 

fight against domestic violence with-
out breaking the bank or tipping the 
very careful balance that Chairman 
WOLF and Ranking Member MOLLOHAN 
crafted in the underlying bill. 

Chairman WOLF, you have done a 
great job, and Members on both sides of 
the aisle respect you and the work 
product that we have before us. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
the amendment to increase funds for 
VAWA programs. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member 
seek time in opposition? 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

The gentlewoman’s amendment 
would increase funding for grants to 
prevent violence against women by $10 
million by decreasing funds for the 
Justice Department’s General Adminis-
tration by $5 million and the Census 
Bureau by $5 million. 

I understand and appreciate the gen-
tlewoman’s passion for her efforts to 
prevent violence against women. The 
bill already, though, includes a $9 mil-
lion increase for these programs, but 
we recognize that an increased invest-
ment is important. 

I just wanted to say, for the record, 
although it will be difficult for the 
Census Bureau, this offset will neither 
impact the ramp up of the 2010 decen-
nial census nor the American Commu-
nity Survey. 

With that understanding, I have no 
objection to the amendment. 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Mr. Chairman, I thank the chair-
man for his support, and I urge a favor-
able vote. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of the Inslee-Brown-Waite amendment which 
would fund three newly authorized programs 
under the Violence Against Women Act. 

Domestic violence, dating violence, sexual 
assault and stalking are crimes of epidemic 
proportions, exacting terrible costs on indi-
vidual lives and our communities. Nearly one 
in four U.S. women report that they have been 
physically assaulted by an intimate partner 
during their lifetimes and one in six have been 
the victims of attempted or completed rape. 

Without full funding for VAWA programs, 
families cannot access the services they need 
to escape from violence. The continued sup-
port of Congress is crucial to helping victims 
and their children find safety and security and 
build self-sufficiency. 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. GINNY 
BROWN-WAITE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. VELÁZQUEZ 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Ms. VELÁZQUEZ: 
Page 2, line 7, after the dollar amount, in-

sert ‘‘(reduced by $10,000,000)’’. 
Page 50, line 21, after the first dollar 

amount, insert ‘‘(reduced by $10,000,000)’’. 
Page 62, line 12, after the dollar amount, 

insert ‘‘(reduced by $10,000,000)’’. 
Page 89, line 17, after the first dollar 

amount, insert ‘‘(reduced by $10,000,000)’’. 
Page 91, line 12, after the dollar amount, 

insert ‘‘(increased by $40,000,000)’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ) and a Member opposed 
each will control 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New York. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, when we talk about 
targeted policies that are aimed at im-
proving the economic environment for 
small businesses, we are talking about 
this amendment. This is a bipartisan 
measure that has passed the House for 
the past 2 years. 

Lowering the cost of the Small Busi-
ness Administration’s 7(a) loan pro-
gram is a fiscally responsible, common-
sense solution that will result in job 
growth and increased revenue. 

The truth is that the program is sim-
ply too costly for this Nation’s small 
businesses. The cost for start-up loans 
has increased by nearly $1,500 to $3,000, 
and for more established small busi-
nesses, the total cost can be as high as 
$50,000. This is money our Nation’s 
small businesses are paying directly to 
the Federal Government. 

As a result, entrepreneurs today are 
getting a more expensive loan that is 
almost 50 percent smaller than what it 
was just a few years ago, limiting their 
ability to start and expand their ven-
tures. In fact, recent SBA figures show 
that the program is doing $160 million 
less than it was during the same time 
the previous year, showing how these 
rising costs are having an impact on 
lending. 

This amendment would reverse this 
effect and would lower the cost of the 
7(a) loan program. 

To compound the problem further, 
entrepreneurs are also finding that 

they have fewer places to go to access 
this financing. In fact, the number of 
lenders willing to offer 7(a) loans has 
dropped in half over the past several 
years, leaving small firms scrambling 
to find vital sources of capital. 

Today is an opportunity for us to 
take action to help relieve our small 
businesses of these burdens. 

Fees have been raised four times over 
the past 2 years and are already at 
their maximum level. If we were to see 
a significant increase in interest rates, 
experience an economic downturn, or a 
regional crisis like what we saw in the 
gulf coast, this program would not be 
able to support itself. The result would 
be caps, limits on loan sizes, and even 
the shutdown of the program alto-
gether. The adoption of this measure 
will enable us to avoid this type of 
lending crisis in the future. 

This amendment is fiscally respon-
sible and uses offsets from four dif-
ferent salaries and expense accounts so 
that no one agency is disproportion-
ately harmed. In fact, it only takes $10 
million from each agency, which 
amounts to less than 1 percent of the 
four S&E accounts. 

Nearly 20 prominent small business 
groups are in support of this amend-
ment, up from 14 last year, illustrating 
the demand from our Nation’s small 
businesses for this type of action. 

This is a program that is now doing 
nearly a half billion dollars less since 
the fees were raised. It is clearly not 
doing better, and it is certainly not 
benefiting this Nation’s small busi-
nesses. 

A ‘‘yes’’ vote is a vote to help this 
Nation’s small businesses move for-
ward as the drivers of our economy. I 
strongly urge my colleagues to vote for 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
claim the time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia is recognized for 10 min-
utes. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I rise in strong opposition to this 
amendment. The 7(a) program has been 
operating at record levels without sub-
sidy appropriations since the beginning 
of 2005. If this amendment passes, do 
not ever go home and say that you are 
going to balance the budget. Just for-
get it. This is the ‘‘forget to balance 
the budget and get control of the budg-
et’’ amendment. We have had record 
loans with no 7(a) fees, and now we 
want to do this. 

The SBA administrator continues to 
assure us that the program is running 
strong. I have a letter from them con-
firming the success at redesigning the 
7(a) program so it does not require a 
subsidy. No good deed goes unpunished. 
It does not require a subsidy, and we 
are going to spend all these millions of 
dollars? How would you ever explain it? 
How would you say we have got record 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:02 Jun 28, 2006 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00087 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K27JN7.188 H27JNPT1rf
ak

e 
on

 P
R

O
D

1P
C

77
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH4646 June 27, 2006 
numbers, but we are going to subsidize 
it? Forget it. We would never, ever, 
ever, ever solve the deficit of this Na-
tion. 

The new model has brought down the 
stability of the lending community and 
borrowers. This is a ‘‘bail-out the 
banks’’ amendment. Bail out the 
banks. Only the bankers care about 
this, a small portion of the bankers, 
and I do not know if the bankers are 
writing us about the deficit either. 

Demand has skyrocketed. Since lend-
ing levels are no longer tied to an ap-
propriation, the program has been able 
to meet the demand. That, by not 
being tied, has been able to meet the 
demand. This is a good government 
success story. 

There is much more that I could say. 
It goes on and on and on, but I just 
urge Members, do not pass this amend-
ment. This is the ‘‘how do you spend 
$100 million without needing to spend 
it,’’ and I guess the question is if we 
really care about the future genera-
tions of our children and our grand-
children. We will never get control of 
it. I mean, I cannot even believe we are 
out here doing this. If this were the Vi-
olence Against Women or some of the 
programs that are here that your heart 
goes out to but you do not have the 
money, but there is no need for it and 
they are at record numbers. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote against this 
amendment. 

U.S. SMALL BUSINESS 
ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington, DC, June 27, 2006. 
Hon. FRANK WOLF, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, 

State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies, 
Committee on Appropriations, House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I want to thank you 
again for your support of America’s small 
businesses. I would also like to take this op-
portunity to reiterate the Administration’s 
strong support for a zero subsidy rate for the 
U.S. Small Business Administration’s (SBA) 
7(a) loan program. In what will certainly be 
another tight appropriations cycle, a zero 
subsidy rate for 7(a) will save the taxpayers 
approximately $170 million, while at the 
same time providing unprecedented stability 
to the program. 

In the past, some have expressed unreal-
ized concerns that zero subsidy would stifle 
the 7(a) loan program because of a very 
slight fee increase required. As you can see 
from the enclosed explanation and charts, 
7(a) lending has increased significantly while 
taxpayer dollars have been saved. Further, 
current 7(a) fees—previously a source of sig-
nificant industry concern—are in line with 
historical rates. Like other costs in business, 
these fees fluctuate based on market condi-
tions. In fiscal year (FY) 2007 there will need 
to be a slight fee change of .5 basis points. 
This equates to approximately $2.80 per 
month on an average loan size of $160,000. 

It is also important to note that zero sub-
sidy is not only good for the taxpayer but for 
the stability of the program, the most cru-
cial aspect of the program according to bor-
rowers and lenders. (Zero subsidy began in 
FY 2001.). As you know, in January 2004 the 
SBA was forced to temporarily close the 7(a) 
program because it had exhausted its fund-
ing under the Continuing Resolution. Once 
the program was restarted, and after Con-
gress passed the Consolidated Appropriations 

Act for FY 2004, the SBA was forced to man-
age the program through restrictive loan 
caps because demand continued to outpace 
the program’s funding level. Regardless of 
the amount Congress appropriates for 7(a) in 
any given fiscal year, there will be the 
chance that demand could exceed that level, 
forcing either another shutdown or caps on 
loan amounts. By eliminating the need for 
an appropriation, potential program ‘‘short-
falls’’ may be avoided. Program levels in the 
form of authorization limits would still 
apply, of course. 

It should also be noted that SBA’s other 
major loan programs, Section 504 Guarantee 
Program and Small Business Investment 
Company (SBIC) Guarantee Program., have 
functioned at zero subsidy for several years. 
This provides our lending partners with what 
they want most from our loan programs— 
consistency and continuity. 

Mr. Chairman, zero subsidy for the 7(a) 
program is a simple, common-sense approach 
that has brought the program in line with 
our other major financial programs. Zero 
subsidy is still the best policy for the long- 
term stability and growth of the 7(a) loan 
program. We have been able to maintain 
record lending during the past few years 
under zero subsidy. Lending has not been 
hampered by appropriations shortfalls, such 
as those that occurred in 2003 and 2004. For 
these reasons the Administration urges you 
to continue the successful zero subsidy pol-
icy in the FY 2007 Appropriations bill. 

Sincerely, 
HECTOR V. BARRETO, 

Administrator. 
ZERO SUBSIDY—THE BEST POLICY 

Zero subsidy is still the best policy for the 
long term stability and growth of the Small 
Business Administration’s various loan pro-
grams. The SBA has been able to maintain 
record lending during the past few years 
under the zero subsidy policy. The benefits of 
zero subsidy also results in a funding struc-
ture that adds stability and independence 
while ensuring that the lending process is 
not hampered by appropriations shortfalls 
such as those which occurred in 2003 and 2004. 

In FY 2005, the SBA served more small 
businesses than ever before. In SBA’s two 
major loan programs, they increased the 
numbers of loans funded by 22% in one year. 
These record level lending numbers are pos-
sible because of the zero subsidy policy that 
was adopted at the beginning of FY 2005. 

The SBA guaranteed a record number of 
loans last year, with double digit increases 
in the percentage of loans to women, His-
panics, African Americans and Asian Ameri-
cans. Maintaining zero subsidy wi1l allow 
the SBA to build on the success they’ve had 
in these important loan programs, and will 
provide more businesses with the capital 
needed to start up and expand. 

Moving to zero subsidy allowed the Agency 
to continue to meet the financing demands 
of small businesses without the need for tax-
payer subsidy. In today’s tough budget envi-
ronment, SBA has proven their ability to 
provide more loans to small businesses and 
entrepreneurs while reducing the burden on 
taxpayers. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. MANZULLO), chairman of the Small 
Business Committee, who has con-
vinced me of the merits of this. 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, the 
7(a) program at the Small Business Ad-
ministration has operated on full cyl-
inders, breaking record after record of 
program usage throughout all demo-
graphic and regional groups. 

Look at this chart and look at the 
number of 7(a) loan approvals. It is 

going off the charts ever since the sub-
sidy got removed. In fact, there have 
been more 7(a) loans made thus far in 
the 9 months of fiscal year 2006 than in 
all of fiscal year 2001. By removing the 
7(a) loan subsidy from the uncertain-
ties of the annual appropriations proc-
ess, this has produced a stable and pre-
dictable program. 

When the 7(a) program has subsidies, 
then it is subjected to yearly shut-
downs when there is not enough 
money, as what happened in December 
of 2003. When the subsidies get removed 
and taxpayers save $40 to $100 million a 
year, no shutdown will ever occur be-
cause the program will never run out of 
money. So why would you want to sub-
ject a good program to a shutdown by 
running out of money? It simply does 
not make sense. 

The noble intent of the Velázquez 
amendment is to reestablish a lower 
7(a) fee structure exactly as it existed 
in 2003 and 2004. However, with a higher 
7(a) program level, an appropriation of 
$168 million would be required, accord-
ing to the SBA. The $40 million in the 
Velázquez amendment would not result 
in the cutting of any fees to small busi-
nesses. The Velázquez amendment di-
rects the funds to pay for the salaries 
and expenses of the employees at the 
SBA who work in the business loan di-
vision, not to the 7(a) business loan 
subsidy account. 

This amendment would not help any 
small business owner or lender. It does 
not make sense to take a program and 
ask the taxpayers to dig into their 
pockets for $40 million to $100 million a 
year on a bill that does not do any-
thing. It saves no money whatsoever, 
and I would urge my colleagues to vote 
‘‘no’’ on this. 

Three years ago, I was in favor of 
this subsidy; and then I found out one 
thing: To get rid of the subsidy, to save 
the taxpayers $40 to $100 million a 
year, to have stability in the program 
costs 10 bucks a month per loan for the 
loans of under $150,000. You tell me, 
what small businessman cannot afford 
an extra $10 a month just to have sta-
bility in the program and to know that 
the program will never run out of 
money? 

And why are we doing this? You got 
me. It does not make sense. The small 
business owner has no legal or con-
stitutional right to a subsidized loan 
by the rest of the taxpayers in this 
country. What kind of an entrepre-
neurial thing is that? 

So I would urge my colleagues to 
vote ‘‘no’’ on this amendment. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, the chairman of the 
Small Business Committee is saying 
that it will cost small businesses only 
10 bucks a month. Well, these are the 
facts coming from the Small Business 
Administration: Costs have gone up 
$1,500 to $3,000, and now many small 
businesses are paying as much as 
$50,000 to the Federal Government. 
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Lending is down $160 million from this 
time last year and $400 million below 
before the fee increases were adopted. 
Fees are at the statutory limit, which 
means that any more costs will result 
in program caps or a shutdown. 

Today, there are only half as many 
lenders making 7(a) loans. The 7(a) 
loans are 40 percent smaller than they 
were a few years ago. Lending last year 
was $2 billion below what the agency 
claimed they would do. 

Those are the facts. And the chair-
man keeps talking about the banks and 
how taxpayers’ money is paying $50,000 
to the government, benefiting the 
banks. The only greedy one here is the 
Federal Government, which has in-
creased four times their fees in the 
past years. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN). 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding. 

I rise in support of her amendment. I 
know from my own experience in my 
congressional district, which is a rural 
district and in need of loans, by small 
entrepreneurs, there is a disappoint-
ment in the way the 7(a) program is 
being administered. 

b 2000 

These fee increases particularly are 
causing lending to drop. Recent lending 
figures from SBA show that entre-
preneurs received $160 million less 
through the 7(a) program for the first 
half of fiscal year 2006 when compared 
to the same period the previous year. I 
don’t know what you do with that sta-
tistic. They are receiving less. We are 
providing less funding, and certainly 
the need is not less. I can tell you in 
rural areas it is not. 

Over this same span, entrepreneurs 
received 1,000 fewer loans, dem-
onstrating that fewer small businesses 
are able to benefit from the 7(a) pro-
gram. Fees increase. Businesses are re-
sponsive as consumers are responsive; 
and, of course, businesses are con-
sumers of this program. When fees go 
up, when costs go up, people stop par-
ticipating in the program. That is mar-
ketplace economics at work here in a 
government program. 

The damage to our economy is even 
more severe when you consider that 
the 7(a) program is $500 million below 
where it was before the fee hikes were 
imposed, another indication that the 
current program of charging fees and 
increasingly charging fees and con-
tinuing to charge fees and having in-
creased four times in the last 2 years is 
resulting in the program not being able 
to be accessed the way it was in the 
past. 

The gentlewoman’s amendment ad-
dresses some of these concerns, and, 
while we are in a tight budget, this is 
an important program. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support it. 
Mr. WOLF. I yield 2 minutes to the 

gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN-
ZULLO). 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, if I 
could address the statement made by 
my colleague from New York where she 
said up-front fees can exceed $50,000, 
the issue is how much of an increase 
would there be if we get the subsidy 
eliminated? Well, on a $1.5 million 
loan, the biggest increase would be 
$3,500, and over a period of 10 to 20 
years, that sum is almost negligible. 

On loans over $700,000, the fees have 
never changed, and what is going on 
with the total amount of the dollar 
loan is the SBA is concentrating on 
small businesses. It is the small busi-
nesses themselves that are asking for 
the dollar amount. They are the ones 
that are driving this. So I think it is 
extremely important that the Small 
Business Administration concentrate 
on giving these loans to the real small 
businesses. In fact, those that are at 
$1.5 million, I am sure they can afford 
an extra $3,500 over the course of the 
next 10 to 15 years. 

Now, small firms received $160 mil-
lion less and 1,000 fewer loans through 
the 7(a) program from the first half of 
fiscal year 2006 as compared to the 
same time the previous year. But this 
mixes apples and oranges. Lending 
under $150,000, regardless of the exact 
size of the small business, is down 
slightly from FY 2005 levels, but it is 
slightly higher than the FY 2004 levels 
when there was no loan subsidy and 
lower fees. 

In comparing year-to-date figures, 
there were more than 12,300 smaller 
loans made worth $212 million in fiscal 
year 2006 versus fiscal year 2004 in the 
under-$150,000 category. So we got rid 
of the loan subsidy and the volume 
goes up. 

This is a ‘‘no’’ vote. It is an easy 
‘‘no’’ vote. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, at 
the beginning of the debate, the chair-
man said that only 10 bucks a month 
small businesses were paying. Now he 
admitted it is $3,500, at least, and the 
smaller small business loans are down. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from Illinois (Ms. 
BEAN). 

Ms. BEAN. Mr. Chairman, as a 
former small business owner, I am a 
strong advocate for providing entre-
preneurs and small business owners ac-
cess to affordable capital. For that rea-
son, I rise to speak in support of Rep-
resentative VELÁZQUEZ’s amendment to 
restore funding for the Small Business 
Administration’s 7(a) Small Business 
Loan Program. 

Small businesses are the economic 
drivers of our country, providing the 
stimulus our communities need. Often-
times, small business owners are un-
able to obtain reasonably priced fi-
nancing and instead turn to higher 
priced forms of capital, such as credit 
cards. In an effort to fill this financing 
gap, the SBA’s 7(a) loan program was 
created. 

The program works as a public-pri-
vate partnership that combines finan-
cial institutions’ knowledge of their 

communities and the government’s 
ability to mitigate risk. 

The SBA’s current business loan 
portfolio of roughly 219,000 loans worth 
more than $45 billion makes it the larg-
est single financial resource of U.S. 
businesses in the Nation. 

During the 108th Congress, legisla-
tion was passed that terminated fund-
ing for the 7(a) program. As a result, 
small businesses and lenders were 
forced to pay the full cost of the pro-
gram. This has led to a sharp rise in 
loan fees, with borrower fees doubling 
in 2 years and lender fees rising by 118 
percent. 

For smaller loans, roughly $150,000 
loans, fees have doubled, translating 
into nearly $1,500 to $3,000 more in up- 
front closing costs for entrepreneurs 
and innovators. For a larger loan, say 
$70,000, fees have been raised by ap-
proximately $3,000, and for some loans 
by as much as $50,000. 

Last year the House voted and passed 
a similar amendment during consider-
ation of the SSJC appropriations bill 
to restore $79 million in funding for the 
Small Business Administration’s pro-
gram. Unfortunately, that amendment 
was later removed in conference. 

In the FY 2007 budget proposal, no 
funding has been requested again for 
the program, and a new set of fees has 
been proposed for participants, making 
the program even less accessible and 
more costly for small businesses. 

It is time that Congress steps for-
ward to support the small business 
community through access to afford-
able capital. The Velazquez amend-
ment would reduce fees to small busi-
ness owners. I urge my colleagues to 
support this amendment. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, where do they get this 
money from? $5.9 million would be pro-
vided to cover the cost for blast miti-
gation in windows at the Department 
of Commerce. So you are basically say-
ing to the Department of Commerce, 
we don’t care if there is a blast here; 
you can’t get your blast windows. You 
can’t get your windows, so you can give 
a subsidy to the banks that will give no 
additional loans. 

Also, this will result in RIFs at the 
Small Business Administration. So if 
you don’t want loans to go to the small 
businesses, support this amendment, 
because there will be RIFs and they 
won’t be able to make the loans. Zero 
subsidy means more loans. Loans are 
up almost 20 percent from 2005 over 
2004. 

I think the people at the Department 
of Commerce have every right to have 
the same protection that the people in 
this building have. They are not sec-
ond-class citizens. They are covered by 
this bill. They need blast protection 
windows. Also it is not right to RIF the 
employees at the SBA to give a subsidy 
to bankers who don’t need the subsidy. 

Lastly, don’t ever give another def-
icit reduction speech if you vote for 
this amendment. Don’t ever, ever give 
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it, because the loans are up with it; and 
actually the adoption of this may very 
well reduce the loans. 

So I urge Members to vote ‘‘no’’ on 
this amendment. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from New York is recognized for 1 
minute. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just like to make a point of clar-
ification that the $10 million is not 
taken from the blast mitigation, but 
from salary and expenses. 

Mr. Chairman, today’s amendment is 
about improving the economic environ-
ment for this Nation’s small busi-
nesses. 7(a) loans cost twice as much 
today for small businesses, are nearly 
50 percent smaller and the program is 
doing nearly a half a billion dollars less 
than before the fee increase was imple-
mented. Women and veteran business 
owners receive $100 million less in lend-
ing this year, and rural business own-
ers receive $300 million less. Just look 
at the numbers here. Enough is said. 

This amendment will change this and 
allow small businesses to invest back 
into the firms, and, in turn, the U.S. 
economy. If you believe that small 
businesses, which make up the major-
ity of our taxpayers, should be able to 
keep their money, then you need to 
vote ‘‘yes’’ on this amendment. How-
ever, if you prefer to see our govern-
ment grow, rather than the U.S. econ-
omy, then you should vote against this 
measure today. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
on this measure. 

Ms. BORDALLO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment to H.R. 5672, the 
Science, State, Justice, Commerce, and Re-
lated Agencies Appropriations Act, 2007, of-
fered by the gentlelady from New York (Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ) that would lower the fees associ-
ated with the U.S. Small Business Administra-
tion’s 7(a) loan program and ensure that the 
program continues as a public-private partner-
ship. The 7(a) program is an important financ-
ing mechanism relied upon by entrepreneurs 
to gain access to lifeblood capital they need to 
strengthen, diversify, and expand their busi-
nesses and to hire new employees. 

Small businesses are particularly vulnerable 
to failure due to the difficulty in accessing cap-
ital, especially during a firm’s formative stages. 
Most banks look upon making seed loans to 
small businesses as risky. Entrepreneurs, as a 
result, are left without the resources to afford 
to buy new equipment, hire new employees, 
and make other necessary operational invest-
ments in their businesses. These are the in-
vestments that are necessary to strengthen 
and grow businesses. 

The 7(a) program was designed and has 
been implemented specifically to address this 
gap in access to capital for American entre-
preneurs. The program provides funding to un-
derwrite loans made by local banks to small 
businesses. Funds provided through the 7(a) 
program relieved banks of the risks associated 
with lending to start-up small firms. In turn, 
small business gained access to important 
capital markets. 

Integral to the 7(a) program was the ap-
proximately $79 million provided annually to 

offset a large portion of the fees charged to 
small business borrowers associated with their 
loans. These fees are paid upfront during the 
loan process. These fees present small busi-
nesses, especially cash-strapped start-ups, 
with a potentially prohibitive cost to accessing 
capital. The Administration has zeroed out this 
aspect of the 7(a) program in its budget pro-
posals for fiscal years 2005, 2006 and 2007. 
Entrepreneurs wishing to borrow under the 
7(a) program now pay the full amount of the 
fees associated with their loans, raising the 
barrier to capital for at-need companies. 

In fact, small businesses on Guam paid 
$17,862 more in fee costs on the 57 loans 
made to them during fiscal year 2005. This is 
nearly $18,000 above what they would have 
paid during fiscal year 2004 on the same 57 
loans. This additional amount is the direct re-
sult of the Administration cutting this aspect of 
7(a) program funding. That is almost $18,000 
dollars that small businesses in my district 
were unable to invest in equipment, training, 
salaries and other necessary operating costs. 

The amendment before us today would re-
store $40 million of the approximately $79 mil-
lion previously needed to offset fees associ-
ated with loans made under the authorities of 
the 7(a) program. This amount would signifi-
cantly reduce the amounts small business 
owners are paying to receive 7(a) program 
loans. This amendment would not, however, 
reduce fee amounts to fiscal year 2004 levels. 
The U.S. Small Business Administration budg-
et has been reduced significantly under the 
current Administration. It is becoming increas-
ingly difficult to find offsets within the lean U.S. 
Small Business Administration budget to pay 
for necessary amendments such as this one. 

Congress has shown bipartisan support for 
similar amendments in previous years. I urge 
my colleagues’ support again this year. By 
supporting this amendment you will help ease 
the financial burdens on American small busi-
nessmen and women, so that they can con-
tinue their hard work driving our country’s 
economy, producing innovative goods and 
services, and creating good jobs for America’s 
talented workers. 

I urge my colleagues’ support for the 
Veláquez amendment. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of Congresswoman VELÁZQUEZ’s 
amendment to the SSJC Appropriations to re-
store funding to the Small Business Adminis-
tration’s 7(a) loan program. This amendment 
would enable us to lower the costs—in turn, 
opening up access to affordable capital for 
small businesses. 

For the last two years, the House over-
whelmingly voted in a bipartisan fashion to 
provide funding for this amendment. This 
amendment proposes to use offsets from four 
different Salary and Expense accounts—Jus-
tice, Commerce, State and SBA. There will be 
$10 million taken from each S&E account to 
equal $40 million, an amount that will ease the 
burden on small businesses. 

Unfortunately, due to recent changes, the 
7(a) loan program is falling short of its ability 
to serve as an affordable source of capital for 
small businesses. In the last two years, the 
fees small businesses pay to secure a loan 
through the SBA’s 7(a) program have doubled. 
For small loans this translates into nearly 
$1,500 to $3,000 more in upfront closing costs 
for entrepreneurs—and can grow to a total 
cost of as much as $50,000. Without this 

amendment, my district, the U.S. Virgin Is-
lands, can potentially see an average increase 
in loan fees of $13,901 for 7(a) loans. In 2005, 
the total 7(a) loans made to U.S. Virgin Is-
lands small business was approximately $3 
million. 

Funding for the 7(a) program has garnered 
wide support from the small business commu-
nity. Without funding the 7(a) program, small 
businesses will be negatively impacted. The 
Velázquez amendment will allow us to restore 
stability to the 7(a) program once again so 
that economic changes will no longer threaten 
the viability of the initiative—and most impor-
tantly the lending for small businesses. 

I urge my colleagues to once again vote for 
the Velázquez amendment to restore funding 
to the 7(a) loan program. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York will be post-
poned. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

JUSTICE INFORMATION SHARING TECHNOLOGY 
For necessary expenses for information 

sharing technology, including planning, de-
velopment, deployment and Departmental 
direction, $125,000,000, to remain available 
until expended. 

TACTICAL WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS FOR 
FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT 

For the costs of conversion to narrowband 
communications and the Integrated Wireless 
Network, including the cost for operation 
and maintenance of Land Mobile Radio leg-
acy systems, $89,000,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2008: Provided, That the 
Attorney General shall transfer to this ac-
count all funds made available to the De-
partment of Justice for the purchase of port-
able and mobile radios: Provided further, 
That any transfer made under the preceding 
proviso shall be subject to section 605 of this 
Act. 

ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW AND APPEALS 
For expenses necessary for the administra-

tion of pardon and clemency petitions and 
immigration-related activities, $229,152,000. 

DETENTION TRUSTEE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses of the Federal De-
tention Trustee, $1,331,026,000, of which 
$5,000,000 shall be derived from prior year un-
obligated balances from funds previously ap-
propriated, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That any unobligated bal-
ances available in prior years from the funds 
appropriated under the heading ‘‘Federal 
Prisoner Detention’’ shall be transferred to 
and merged with the appropriation under the 
heading ‘‘Detention Trustee’’ and shall be 
available until expended. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
For necessary expenses of the Office of In-

spector General, $70,558,000, including not to 
exceed $10,000 to meet unforeseen emer-
gencies of a confidential character. 

UNITED STATES PAROLE COMMISSION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the United 
States Parole Commission as authorized, 
$11,500,000. 
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LEGAL ACTIVITIES 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, GENERAL LEGAL 
ACTIVITIES 

For expenses necessary for the legal activi-
ties of the Department of Justice, not other-
wise provided for, including not to exceed 
$20,000 for expenses of collecting evidence, to 
be expended under the direction of, and to be 
accounted for solely under the certificate of, 
the Attorney General; and rent of private or 
Government-owned space in the District of 
Columbia, $668,739,000, of which not to exceed 
$10,000,000 for litigation support contracts 
shall remain available until expended: Pro-
vided, That of the total amount appro-
priated, not to exceed $1,000 shall be avail-
able to the United States National Central 
Bureau, INTERPOL, for official reception 
and representation expenses: Provided fur-
ther, That notwithstanding section 105 of 
this Act, upon a determination by the Attor-
ney General that emergent circumstances re-
quire additional funding for litigation activi-
ties of the Civil Division, the Attorney Gen-
eral may transfer such amounts to ‘‘Salaries 
and Expenses, General Legal Activities’’ 
from available appropriations for the current 
fiscal year for the Department of Justice, as 
may be necessary to respond to such cir-
cumstances: Provided further, That any 
transfer pursuant to the previous proviso 
shall be treated as a reprogramming under 
section 605 of this Act and shall not be avail-
able for obligation or expenditure except in 
compliance with the procedures set forth in 
that section. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NADLER 
Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. NADLER: 
Page 4, line 9, after the dollar amount, in-

sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $40,000,000)’’. 
Page 10, line 18, after the first dollar 

amount, insert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$40,000,000)’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. NADLER) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment in-
creases funding for the FBI by $40 mil-
lion to conduct security background 
checks. Since the attacks of September 
11, the FBI’s National Name Check 
Program has remained dangerously un-
derfunded and has accumulated a sig-
nificant backlog of uncompleted re-
quired security checks. Backlogs in se-
curity checks requested by the Immi-
gration Service have led to major 
delays in the processing of immigra-
tion applications and, therefore, to a 
very real national security risk. 

If some of these applicants pose a 
genuine national security risk, they 
need to be found, arrested and deported 
immediately. Instead, there is a back-
log of over 116,000 applications for per-
manent residency in the New York dis-
trict office alone awaiting FBI back-
ground checks. 

In fiscal year 2006, the National 
Name Check Program received 3.3 mil-

lion requests for background checks, 
but it has only 125 people to process 
them and an anemic operating budget 
of $12.4 million. The program does 
charge fees, but the fee structure was 
set prior to 9/11 and falls far short of 
covering the program’s cost. 

Program employees have to search 
FBI files, often manually, in over 265 
different locations across country. 
Having to spend so much of its re-
source on background checks dilutes 
the FBI’s responsiveness, limits infor-
mation sharing, and hampers counter-
intelligence and counterterrorism 
work. 

People who are here legally seeking 
residency or citizenship are prevented 
from renewing work or travel docu-
ments while awaiting the okay from 
the FBI. Those receiving Social Secu-
rity face termination of their benefits 
if they don’t become citizens within 7 
years, even though their citizenship ap-
plications cannot be processed while 
awaiting the FBI report. 

Last year, the committee included 
report language directing the FBI to 
conduct a review of the fee structure 
for background checks done for the Im-
migration Service. As far as I know, 
the FBI has yet to send this review to 
Congress. 

This year the committee report says 
it ‘‘expects the FBI to work with these 
agencies to ensure that sufficient re-
sources are made available to elimi-
nate the backlog as soon as possible.’’ 

b 2015 

‘‘The committee expects the FBI to 
set the Name Check fee at a level that 
adequately covers the cost to conduct 
requested background checks.’’ 

This is not an adequate fix to this 
problem. Congress should do more than 
tell the FBI it expects it to do more. 
That is why I am offering this amend-
ment. CRS estimates that $40 million 
is needed to eliminate the backlog. 
This amendment will enable the FBI to 
create a centralized records repository 
where all of its paper files can be lo-
cated and to develop, design, imple-
ment the system to store its active 
files electronically. 

It will reduce the burdens on people 
who are here legally seeking perma-
nent residency and citizenship, and it 
would get would-be terrorists out of 
America swiftly. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge the 
adoption of this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the gentleman’s amend-
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, our Members should 
know that this cuts the Justice Depart-
ment litigating division by $40 million. 
The bill already cuts this account by 
$16 million below the level requested. 
This account that they are cutting 

funds critical justice litigating activi-
ties such as the criminal division. 
Wow, this is good news for the crimi-
nals, because they will not be litigated; 
we are going to cut the funding. 

To combat gangs. Gangs are spread-
ing. MS–13 are spreading around the 
Nation. But we cut it. Prosecute intel-
lectual property rights crimes. Wow. 
Are you going to cut Katrina fraud 
cases. No way. The civil rights division 
prosecution of human traffickers. 
Women and children are being traf-
ficked. Justice prosecutes, but we are 
going to cut the money so they cannot 
do it. 

For all of you who care about the en-
vironment, the environmental and nat-
ural resources division prosecution of 
organizations that violate our environ-
mental laws go away. The tax division 
prosecution of tax fraud, impacted. 
This account also funds the U.S. dues 
for Interpol. We are in a global war on 
terror. We need to work with Interpol. 
So we cut them. 

The Name Checks that the gen-
tleman is concerned about are funded 
through a fee. There is a backlog in the 
Name Checks Program because the fees 
the FBI charges are not sufficient to 
adequately cover the cost of the pro-
gram. 

In the fiscal year 2006 report, we di-
rected the FBI to review this fee struc-
ture and submit a report to the Com-
mittee. The fee review is ongoing and a 
report is estimated to be submitted in 
August. In addition to this year’s bill, 
we also include additional report lan-
guage in this bill directing the FBI to 
work with the agencies that request 
these background checks to ensure 
that sufficient resources are made 
available to eliminate the backlog. 

The gentleman is on the authorizing 
committee that oversees the FBI and 
immigration issues. If he wants to ad-
dress the issue, he would go to the Ju-
diciary Committee that he serves on, 
introduce a bill, try to convince Mr. 
SENSENBRENNER to deal with it. 

This amendment also would cut 200 
employees; we just added Justice As-
sistance grants here not too long ago, 
because we are concerned about crime. 
This would cut more than 200 employ-
ees working to combat crime such as 
organized crime, gangs, human traf-
fickers, Katrina fraud, and environ-
mental crimes in order to fund the FBI 
Name Checks that are fee-funded. 

This would be a blow to the Justice 
Department litigating capacity. If you 
wanted to say do not prosecute orga-
nized crime, do not worry about the en-
vironmental convictions you have to 
go after, do not worry about the tax 
frauds, how will you do it then? You 
cannot say you are going to go after 
them and take their money away. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge a ‘‘no’’ 
vote for this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do I have left? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 
2 minutes remaining. 
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Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, the distinguished 

chairman makes a good point. If we 
were not splurging all of our money 
trying to get rid of the estate tax, we 
could put $40 million more into the De-
partment of Justice. That would be 
preferable. But the fact is, we are lim-
ited to the amount we are, and I have 
to take an offset from somewhere. 

This $40 million will enable people 
not to lose their Social Security be-
cause their time limit runs out while 
they are waiting for the FBI back-
ground check. It will enable this coun-
try to be safer because we will find out 
about some would-be terrorists while 
they are still within the clutches of the 
law. 

That makes sense. Yes, it will take 
money away from the rest of the Jus-
tice Department. And the account that 
it will take the money away from will 
go from $669 million to $629 million, a 
5.9 percent cut. Yes, we are cutting the 
rest of the Justice Department by 5.9 
percent to fund this crucial area of the 
FBI. 

Now, the gentleman says that it is 
fee-based, that he asks for a report to 
the fee. But where is that report? If 
they increase the fees, if the FBI in-
creases the fees, they are still taking 
the money from the other agencies 
within the Departments of Justice or 
Homeland Security. The immigration 
service would pay a bigger fee. 

Other agencies within DOJ that are 
asking the FBI for the background 
check would pay a bigger fee. It is all 
the same pot of money. So the question 
is, Do we want to be able to catch 
would-be terrorists and get their names 
by getting the background check on 
time? 

Do we want people who are legal im-
migrants to be able to get their citizen-
ship processed and not wait 7, 8, 9, 10 
years? Yes, it would be most preferable 
if we did not have to rob Peter to pay 
Paul. But because of what that side of 
the aisle is doing, we have to rob Peter 
to pay Paul. I submit we ought to pay 
Paul here and Peter can afford it better 
than Paul can, because we are reducing 
a $669 million account, which is an im-
portant account, by 5.9 percent; but we 
will get justice done on time. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
balance of my time to the gentleman 
from West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN). 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. I 
think that the committee has looked 
very carefully at this. And the com-
mittee has, in its report language, if 
the gentleman who is offering the 
amendment would look, stated that the 
committee expects the FBI to set the 
Name Check fee at a level to ade-
quately cover the cost to conduct the 
requested background checks. 

So the provision that allows them to 
move forward and to be funded is con-
tained in our report, number one. Num-

ber two, the gentleman sits on the 
committee that could address this 
issue in an authorization, and obvi-
ously he is not in the majority so he 
would have to go to the majority to 
have this issue addressed. But I would 
suggest that that might be a good way 
to approach it if he wants to change 
the way that the appropriations com-
mittee has dealt with the issue. 

Secondly, the offsets coming from 
the criminal division, the civil rights 
division, and the office of immigration 
litigation are difficult offsets. And 
again I go back to comments in the 
opening statements before this com-
mittee, before general debate, when we 
considered general debate on this bill. 
There are going to be a lot of good 
amendments. I wish there were more 
money. We have tried to provide for 
how this function would be funded by 
directing the FBI to set a reasonable 
fee. 

But the offsets here are difficult off-
sets. And they cut programs that are 
important programs. So regrettably, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment on 
that basis. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, since 
the committee had the same language 
in last year’s report, do we have any 
reason to expect the FBI will, in fact, 
change the fee structure this year? 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I think that is an 
interesting question. I think that is a 
question that the authorizing com-
mittee in the first instance has the re-
sponsibility to explore with the FBI. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. NADLER). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York will be post-
poned. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
In addition, for reimbursement of expenses 

of the Department of Justice associated with 
processing cases under the National Child-
hood Vaccine Injury Act of 1986, not to ex-
ceed $6,292,000, to be appropriated from the 
Vaccine Injury Compensation Trust Fund. 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES, NATIONAL SECURITY 

DIVISION 
For expenses necessary to carry out the ac-

tivities of the National Security Division, 
$66,970,000; of which not to exceed $5,000,000 
shall remain available until expended: Pro-
vided, That notwithstanding section 105 of 
this Act, upon a determination by the Attor-
ney General that emergent circumstances re-
quire additional funding for the activities of 
the National Security Division, the Attorney 
General may transfer such amounts to this 
heading from available appropriations for 
the current fiscal year for the Department of 
Justice, as may be necessary to respond to 

such circumstances: Provided further, That 
any transfer pursuant to the previous pro-
viso shall be treated as a reprogramming 
under section 605 of this Act and shall not be 
available for obligation or expenditure ex-
cept in compliance with the procedures set 
forth in that section. 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES, ANTITRUST DIVISION 
For expenses necessary for the enforce-

ment of antitrust and kindred laws, 
$145,915,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, fees collected for 
premerger notification filings under the 
Hart-Scott-Rodino Antitrust Improvements 
Act of 1976 (15 U.S.C. 18a), regardless of the 
year of collection (and estimated to be 
$129,000,000 in fiscal year 2007), shall be re-
tained and used for necessary expenses in 
this appropriation, and shall remain avail-
able until expended: Provided further, That 
the sum herein appropriated from the gen-
eral fund shall be reduced as such offsetting 
collections are received during fiscal year 
2007, so as to result in a final fiscal year 2007 
appropriation from the general fund esti-
mated at $16,915,000. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, UNITED STATES 
ATTORNEYS 

For necessary expenses of the Offices of the 
United States Attorneys, including inter- 
governmental and cooperative agreements, 
$1,664,400,000: Provided, That of the total 
amount appropriated, not to exceed $8,000 
shall be available for official reception and 
representation expenses: Provided further, 
That not to exceed $20,000,000 shall remain 
available until expended. 

UNITED STATES TRUSTEE SYSTEM FUND 
For necessary expenses of the United 

States Trustee Program, as authorized, 
$223,447,000, to remain available until ex-
pended and to be derived from the United 
States Trustee System Fund: Provided, That, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
deposits to the Fund shall be available in 
such amounts as may be necessary to pay re-
funds due depositors: Provided further, That, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
$223,447,000 of offsetting collections pursuant 
to 28 U.S.C. 589a(b) shall be retained and used 
for necessary expenses in this appropriation 
and remain available until expended: Pro-
vided further, That the sum herein appro-
priated from the Fund shall be reduced as 
such offsetting collections are received dur-
ing fiscal year 2007, so as to result in a final 
fiscal year 2007 appropriation from the Fund 
estimated at $0. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, FOREIGN CLAIMS 
SETTLEMENT COMMISSION 

For expenses necessary to carry out the ac-
tivities of the Foreign Claims Settlement 
Commission, including services as author-
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $1,431,000. 

UNITED STATES MARSHALS SERVICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the United 
States Marshals Service, $825,924,000; of 
which not to exceed $6,000 shall be available 
for official reception and representation ex-
penses; of which $4,000,000 for information 
technology systems shall remain available 
until expended; of which not less than 
$9,425,000 shall be available for the costs of 
courthouse security equipment, including 
furnishings, relocations, and telephone sys-
tems and cabling, and shall remain available 
until expended; and of which $3,282,000 shall 
be available for construction in space con-
trolled, occupied or utilized by the United 
States Marshals Service in United States 
courthouses and Federal buildings, and shall 
remain available until expended. 

FEES AND EXPENSES OF WITNESSES 
For fees and expenses of witnesses, for ex-

penses of contracts for the procurement and 
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supervision of expert witnesses, for private 
counsel expenses, including advances, and for 
expenses of foreign counsel, such sums as are 
necessary, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That not to exceed 
$10,000,000 may be made available for con-
struction of buildings for protected witness 
safesites: Provided further, That not to exceed 
$1,000,000 may be made available for the pur-
chase and maintenance of armored vehicles 
for transportation of protected witnesses: 
Provided further, That not to exceed $9,000,000 
may be made available for the purchase, in-
stallation, maintenance and upgrade of se-
cure telecommunications equipment and a 
secure automated information network to 
store and retrieve the identities and loca-
tions of protected witnesses. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, COMMUNITY 
RELATIONS SERVICE 

For necessary expenses of the Community 
Relations Service, $9,882,000: Provided, That 
notwithstanding section 105 of this Act, upon 
a determination by the Attorney General 
that emergent circumstances require addi-
tional funding for conflict resolution and vi-
olence prevention activities of the Commu-
nity Relations Service, the Attorney General 
may transfer such amounts to the Commu-
nity Relations Service, from available appro-
priations for the current fiscal year for the 
Department of Justice, as may be necessary 
to respond to such circumstances: Provided 
further, That any transfer pursuant to the 
previous proviso shall be treated as a re-
programming under section 605 of this Act 
and shall not be available for obligation or 
expenditure except in compliance with the 
procedures set forth in that section. 

ASSETS FORFEITURE FUND 
For expenses authorized by 28 U.S.C. 

524(c)(1)(B), (F), and (G), $21,202,000, to be de-
rived from the Department of Justice Assets 
Forfeiture Fund. 

INTERAGENCY LAW ENFORCEMENT 
INTERAGENCY CRIME AND DRUG ENFORCEMENT 
For necessary expenses for the identifica-

tion, investigation, and prosecution of indi-
viduals associated with the most significant 
drug trafficking and affiliated money laun-
dering organizations not otherwise provided 
for, to include inter-governmental agree-
ments with State and local law enforcement 
agencies engaged in the investigation and 
prosecution of individuals involved in orga-
nized crime drug trafficking, $498,457,000, of 
which $50,000,000 shall remain available until 
expended: Provided, That any amounts obli-
gated from appropriations under this head-
ing may be used under authorities available 
to the organizations reimbursed from this 
appropriation. 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation for detection, inves-
tigation, and prosecution of crimes against 
the United States; including purchase for po-
lice-type use of not to exceed 3,500 passenger 
motor vehicles, of which 3,000 will be for re-
placement only, $5,959,628,000; of which not to 
exceed $150,000,000 shall remain available 
until expended; and of which $2,307,994,000 
shall be for counterterrorism investigations, 
foreign counterintelligence, and other activi-
ties related to our national security: Pro-
vided, That not to exceed $210,000 shall be 
available for official reception and represen-
tation expenses. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. JOHNSON OF 
CONNECTICUT 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mrs. JOHNSON of 
Connecticut: 

Page 10, line 18, after the first dollar 
amount, insert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$3,300,000)’’. 

Page 39, line 25, after the dollar amount, 
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$3,300,000)’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Mrs. JOHN-
SON) and a Member opposed each will 
control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Connecticut. 

Mrs. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I commend the chair-
man for crafting a bill that very effec-
tively addresses so many of our na-
tional priorities and includes critical 
funding for increases in the COPS pro-
gram, the Byrne Justice Assistance 
Grants, the National Science Founda-
tion, and many other initiatives, key 
to making our communities safer and 
preparing our young people to succeed 
in a competitive global economy. 

I also respect, Mr. Chairman, the 
commitment that you have shown in 
this bill to programs that protect our 
children from exploitation and abuse. 
However, I think we must do more to 
safeguard our children from the grow-
ing threat imposed by online sex preda-
tors. 

Last Friday, I visited the FBI’s Inno-
cent Images Task Force in New Haven, 
Connecticut, and was astonished and 
disturbed to see the shear number of 
predators trolling the Internet for 
young girls and boys, the explicit na-
ture of their online interaction, and 
the ease with which they contacted our 
children. 

Despite the 2,000 percent increase in 
the number of these sexual exploi-
tation cases opened in the past decade, 
Congress has not allocated funding 
commensurate with either the menace 
or the workload. The FBI is currently 
dedicating twice as many agents to 
tracking online sex predators as they 
have the resources for. 

As the Internet has exposed our chil-
dren to new dangers by allowing these 
predators to invade our homes, law en-
forcement has not been given the tools 
to adequately combat this epidemic of 
sexual stalking and abuse of our chil-
dren. 

My amendment will provide the 
FBI’s Innocent Images Program, the 
nucleus of the Federal efforts to pursue 
and prosecute online sex predators and 
curtail the distribution of child por-
nography, with an additional $3.3 mil-
lion offsetting these funds from the Bu-
reau of the Census which received an 
$87.7 million increase over last year. 

When combined with the resources 
the committee has already provided, 
we will better enable the Innocent Im-
ages Program to meet the challenge of 
the explosion of sexual predators pur-
suing our children on the Internet. 

I urge support of my amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 

the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
FITZPATRICK), the coauthor of this 
amendment and a strong advocate for 
our children. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to offer 
this amendment with my friend from 
Connecticut to increase by $3.3 million 
the FBI’s Innocent Images Task Force. 

This vital FBI program targets a real 
and growing problem. Sexual predators 
are increasingly taking to the Internet 
to victimize our Nation’s kids. The 
FBI’s Innocent Images Task Force is 
the focal point of our Federal law en-
forcement’s efforts to combat online 
sexual predators. 

While they do great work, our field 
agents are being overburdened by the 
rapidly increasing caseload they find in 
the Internet’s target-rich environment. 
In the past 10 years alone, Mr. Chair-
man, the FBI has seen a 2,000 percent 
increase in its caseload of crimes in-
volving online sexual predators. 

As a father of six children, I recog-
nize the dangers of the Internet, espe-
cially with social networking sites. As 
a result, I introduced the Deleting On-
line Predators Act to protect our chil-
dren from these sites while they are at 
school or in the public libraries. 

Recognizing that chat rooms and so-
cial networking sites represent a clear 
and present danger to millions of chil-
dren, I believe that a key component of 
protecting our children is to crack 
down on these online predators. That 
means we must provide law enforce-
ment with the tools necessary to track 
these criminals down. 

I want to commend the leadership of 
Chairman WOLF for his efforts to in-
crease funding for a number of pro-
grams in the Department of Justice to 
protect our children both on- and off-
line. 

b 2030 

I reached out to Chairman WOLF, re-
questing his assistance in securing in-
creased funding for a number of law en-
forcement programs, and I am pleased 
to see that he has taken the initiative 
to include that language to do just 
that. 

Through Chairman WOLF’s leader-
ship, this legislation comes to the floor 
with increased funding not only for the 
Innocent Images Task Force but also 
for other vital law enforcement pro-
grams like the Internet Crimes Against 
Children Task Forces and the National 
Center for Missing and Exploited Chil-
dren. This bill also includes funds to 
add 26 new U.S. attorneys to prosecute 
these crimes. 

I requested Chairman WOLF’s assist-
ance in increasing funding for these 
programs, and I am grateful for his 
work to provide the necessary funding 
to protect our Nation’s children while 
on the Internet. 

The Johnson amendment to fund law 
enforcement will protect children and 
will save lives. Congress must act to 
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make the Internet a safer place for 
kids, not a virtual hunting ground for 
child predators. This amendment will 
help accomplish this goal, and I urge 
my colleagues to support the amend-
ment. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I 
yield to the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I accept 
the amendment. The committee, work-
ing with Mr. MOLLOHAN, has tried to in-
crease this as much as possible. I would 
urge any Member that has not been out 
to the Center for Missing and Exploited 
Children in Alexandria, that they 
ought to go. As a father of 11 grand-
children, I commend both of you and 
thank you very much and think we 
should accept the amendment. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I 
thank you, but I thank you also for a 
very thoughtful bill in very tough 
times, truly one that does support 
safer communities and one that does 
help prepare our young people for a 
global environment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member 
wish to claim the time in opposition? If 
not, the question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Mrs. JOHNSON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

CONSTRUCTION 
For necessary expenses to construct or ac-

quire buildings and sites by purchase, or as 
otherwise authorized by law (including 
equipment for such buildings); conversion 
and extension of Federally-owned buildings; 
and preliminary planning and design of 
projects; $80,422,000, to remain available 
until expended, of which $2,000,000 shall be 
available for equipment and associated con-
tinuing costs for a permanent central 
records complex. 

DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Drug En-
forcement Administration, including not to 
exceed $70,000 to meet unforeseen emer-
gencies of a confidential character pursuant 
to 28 U.S.C. 530C; expenses for conducting 
drug education and training programs, in-
cluding travel and related expenses for par-
ticipants in such programs and the distribu-
tion of items of token value that promote 
the goals of such programs; and purchase of 
not to exceed 1,134 passenger motor vehicles, 
of which 1,004 will be for replacement only, 
for police-type use, $1,751,491,000; of which 
not to exceed $75,000,000 shall remain avail-
able until expended; and of which not to ex-
ceed $100,000 shall be available for official re-
ception and representation expenses. 

BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO, FIREARMS, 
AND EXPLOSIVES 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses of the Bureau of 

Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives, 
including the purchase of not to exceed 822 
vehicles for police-type use, of which 650 
shall be for replacement only; not to exceed 
$40,000 for official reception and representa-
tion expenses; for training of State and local 
law enforcement agencies with or without 
reimbursement, including training in con-

nection with the training and acquisition of 
canines for explosives and fire accelerants 
detection; and for provision of laboratory as-
sistance to State and local law enforcement 
agencies, with or without reimbursement, 
$950,128,000, of which not to exceed $1,000,000 
shall be available for the payment of attor-
neys’ fees as provided by 18 U.S.C. 924(d)(2); 
and of which $10,000,000 shall remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That no funds 
appropriated herein shall be available for 
salaries or administrative expenses in con-
nection with consolidating or centralizing, 
within the Department of Justice, the 
records, or any portion thereof, of acquisi-
tion and disposition of firearms maintained 
by Federal firearms licensees: Provided fur-
ther, That no funds appropriated herein shall 
be used to pay administrative expenses or 
the compensation of any officer or employee 
of the United States to implement an amend-
ment or amendments to 27 CFR 478.118 or to 
change the definition of ‘‘Curios or relics’’ in 
27 CFR 478.11 or remove any item from ATF 
Publication 5300.11 as it existed on January 
1, 1994: Provided further, That none of the 
funds appropriated herein shall be available 
to investigate or act upon applications for 
relief from Federal firearms disabilities 
under 18 U.S.C. 925(c): Provided further, That 
such funds shall be available to investigate 
and act upon applications filed by corpora-
tions for relief from Federal firearms disabil-
ities under section 925(c) of title 18, United 
States Code: Provided further, That no funds 
made available by this or any other Act may 
be used to transfer the functions, missions, 
or activities of the Bureau of Alcohol, To-
bacco, Firearms and Explosives to other 
agencies or Departments in fiscal year 2007: 
Provided further, That no funds appropriated 
under this or any other Act with respect to 
any fiscal year may be used to disclose part 
or all of the contents of the Firearms Trace 
System database maintained by the National 
Trace Center of the Bureau of Alcohol, To-
bacco, Firearms and Explosives or any infor-
mation required to be kept by licensees pur-
suant to section 923(g) of title 18, United 
States Code, or required to be reported pur-
suant to paragraphs (3) and (7) of such sec-
tion 923(g), to anyone other than a Federal, 
State, local, or foreign law enforcement 
agency or a Federal, State, or local pros-
ecutor solely in connection with and for use 
in a bona fide criminal investigation or pros-
ecution and then only such information as 
pertains to the geographic jurisdiction of the 
law enforcement agency requesting the dis-
closure and not for use in any civil action or 
proceeding other than an action or pro-
ceeding commenced by the Bureau of Alco-
hol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives, or a 
review of such an action or proceeding, to 
enforce the provisions of chapter 44 of such 
title, and all such data shall be immune from 
legal process and shall not be subject to sub-
poena or other discovery, shall be inadmis-
sible in evidence, and shall not be used, re-
lied on, or disclosed in any manner, nor shall 
testimony or other evidence be permitted 
based upon such data, in any civil action 
pending on or filed after the effective date of 
this Act in any State (including the District 
of Columbia) or Federal court or in any ad-
ministrative proceeding other than a pro-
ceeding commenced by the Bureau of Alco-
hol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives to en-
force the provisions of that chapter, or a re-
view of such an action or proceeding; except 
that this proviso shall not be construed to 
prevent the disclosure of statistical informa-
tion concerning total production, importa-
tion, and exportation by each licensed im-
porter (as defined in section 921(a)(9) of such 
title) and licensed manufacturer (as defined 
in section 921(a)(10) of such title): Provided 
further, That no funds made available by this 

or any other Act shall be expended to pro-
mulgate or implement any rule requiring a 
physical inventory of any business licensed 
under section 923 of title 18, United States 
Code: Provided further, That no funds under 
this Act may be used to electronically re-
trieve information gathered pursuant to 18 
U.S.C. 923(g)(4) by name or any personal 
identification code: Provided further, That no 
funds authorized or made available under 
this or any other Act may be used to deny 
any application for a license under section 
923 of title 18, United States Code, or renewal 
of such a license due to a lack of business ac-
tivity, provided that the applicant is other-
wise eligible to receive such a license, and is 
eligible to report business income or to 
claim an income tax deduction for business 
expenses under the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986: Provided further, That in fiscal year 
2007, the Attorney General may establish and 
collect fees of not less than one-half cent per 
pound of explosive material manufactured 
in, or imported into, the United States by li-
censed manufacturers and licensed import-
ers, pursuant to regulations prescribed by 
the Attorney General, which fees shall be 
credited as offsetting receipts to the ‘‘ATF 
Regulatory Activities Fund’’ established by 
the Attorney General: Provided further, That 
of the amount so credited, not to exceed 
$30,000,000 shall be available for carrying out 
chapter 40 of title 18, United States Code. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

make a point of order against the two 
provisions on page 15, line 18, through 
page 16, line 4. The provisions con-
stitute legislation on an appropriations 
bill in violation of clause 2, rule XXI. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there Members 
who wish to be heard on the point of 
order? 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I 
rose for the same point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
wish to be heard on the point of order? 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, this 
is a provision that the chairman and I 
understand the dilemma which he is in. 

For the last 2 years, the President, 
when he has submitted his budget re-
quest, has proffered this tax increase 
on the commercial explosives industry, 
which is particularly oppressive. 

Mr. Chairman, in West Virginia, as a 
matter of fact, of course we use explo-
sives in mining and extraction and for 
road building purposes, and this would 
have a very injurious effect on the cus-
tomers of explosives in my State, cost-
ing a tremendous amount of money. 

As I say, the President has requested 
this for the last 2 years in order to fund 
BATF functions. It constitutes a tax, 
and the committee appropriately dis-
approved this request from the Presi-
dent last year. 

This year, the chairman, in an effort 
to make the point I think, and cer-
tainly from my standpoint to make the 
point, that this is an inappropriate way 
to try to fund the functions of the Bu-
reau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, 
and making the request and not know-
ing that it probably would not be ap-
proved by the Congress, makes a huge 
hole in our bill. 
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The chairman is putting it into the 

bill at a much lower level, and I do not 
know whether he anticipated this par-
ticular action, and I am not going to 
speak for him on that, but this I think 
demonstrates to the administration 
that this kind of a tactic, knowing that 
the administration, relying on the fund 
and the Congress not approving it, and 
then have to take the money out of 
some other account, we are just not 
going to continue do that. 

So, by striking it, I hope that what 
results is that there is a hole in 
BATF’s budget at the end of the year, 
and making the point that this is prob-
ably not a good idea for the adminis-
tration to do if they, in fact, want all 
of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearm programs to be funded into 
the future. 

So I hope after this is struck that 
this hole remains and that the point is 
made in a telling way. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Iowa wish to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I do, Mr. Chair-
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
this point of order is raised appro-
priately, and I concur with the gen-
tleman from West Virginia in that it is 
legislation on an appropriations bill. It 
is actually a taxation. It is a revenue 
generator. It levies a tax on explosives 
and on firearms ammunition, and it is 
a way to generate revenue, perhaps as 
much as $130 million in this appropria-
tions bill, in order to protect the inter-
ests of the firearms industry, the ex-
plosives industry, the people that are 
very closely regulated today and do not 
need to have additional regulation. 

Mr. Chairman, it is important that 
the section be struck out, but it is also 
important that we maintain our stand-
ard here and avoid legislating on an ap-
propriation bill. 

So, with that, I again suggest that 
this point of order is one that is very 
solid on the policy of not legislating on 
appropriation bills, and I urge the 
Chair to sustain that point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. If no further Mem-
ber wishes to be heard on the point of 
order, the Chair is prepared to rule. 

The Chair finds that this provision 
includes language conferring author-
ity. The provision, therefore, con-
stitutes legislation in violation of 
clause 2 of rule XXI. The point of order 
is sustained, and the provision is 
stricken from the bill. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

FEDERAL PRISON SYSTEM 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary of the Federal Pris-
on System for the administration, operation, 
and maintenance of Federal penal and cor-
rectional institutions, including purchase 
(not to exceed 670, of which 635 are for re-
placement only) and hire of law enforcement 
and passenger motor vehicles, and for the 
provision of technical assistance and advice 

on corrections related issues to foreign gov-
ernments, $4,987,059,000: Provided, That the 
Attorney General may transfer to the Health 
Resources and Services Administration such 
amounts as may be necessary for direct ex-
penditures by that Administration for med-
ical relief for inmates of Federal penal and 
correctional institutions: Provided further, 
That the Director of the Federal Prison Sys-
tem, where necessary, may enter into con-
tracts with a fiscal agent/fiscal intermediary 
claims processor to determine the amounts 
payable to persons who, on behalf of the Fed-
eral Prison System, furnish health services 
to individuals committed to the custody of 
the Federal Prison System: Provided further, 
That not to exceed $6,000 shall be available 
for official reception and representation ex-
penses: Provided further, That not to exceed 
$50,000,000 shall remain available for nec-
essary operations until September 30, 2008: 
Provided further, That, of the amounts pro-
vided for Contract Confinement, not to ex-
ceed $20,000,000 shall remain available until 
expended to make payments in advance for 
grants, contracts and reimbursable agree-
ments, and other expenses authorized by sec-
tion 501(c) of the Refugee Education Assist-
ance Act of 1980, for the care and security in 
the United States of Cuban and Haitian en-
trants: Provided further, That the Director of 
the Federal Prison System may accept do-
nated property and services relating to the 
operation of the prison card program from a 
not-for-profit entity which has operated such 
program in the past notwithstanding the 
fact that such not-for-profit entity furnishes 
services under contracts to the Federal Pris-
on System relating to the operation of pre- 
release services, halfway houses or other cus-
todial facilities. 

AMENDMENT NO. 22 OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 22 offered by Mr. STEARNS: 
Page 16, line 14, after the dollar amount, 

insert ‘‘(increased by $500,000)’’. 
Page 67, line 14, after the dollar amount, 

insert ‘‘(reduced by $500,000)’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I have an amendment that Mr. 
MCCOTTER and Mr. KING of Iowa have 
indicated they support this idea. So it 
is similar to H.R. 5476, legislation 
which I introduced to withhold the 
U.S. share of the U.N. Human Rights 
Council’s budget from our regular U.N. 
dues. It transfers funding from the 
Council to hire more prison guards in 
the Federal Prison System. 

Let me just speak briefly I think be-
fore I get into the meat of it, to just 
talk to you about the U.N. Human 
Rights Council. 

Forty-one years ago this past Mon-
day, 50 nations signed the United Na-
tions Charter. A year later, former 
First Lady Eleanor Roosevelt became 
the first chairwoman of the U.N. 
Human Rights Commission, to monitor 

and prevent the abuse of human rights 
throughout the world. 

Her chairmanship was the last for 
the U.S. on the Human Rights Commis-
sion, which has failed to uphold even 
the most basic ideals iterated in the 
U.N. Charter and the Universal Dec-
laration on Human Rights. It quickly 
lost any credibility and allowed tyr-
annies like Cuba, Sudan, Libya, 
Belarus, China and Zimbabwe to shield 
themselves from criticism for their 
human rights violations. 

Over the life of the Commission, it 
failed to act or speak out against egre-
gious human rights abuses like the 
atrocities committed in many of the 
Communist blocs and the genocides in 
Rwanda and Darfur. It also failed to 
condemn countries that sponsor ter-
rorism, including Iran, Syria and North 
Korea. Instead, the Human Rights 
Commission repeatedly castigated 
Israel, the only democracy in the Mid-
dle East, while overlooking horrific 
human rights abuses throughout that 
same Middle East. At least 30 percent 
of all country-specific resolutions of 
the Commission critical of human 
rights were directed at that very small 
country, Israel. None targeted per-
sistent violators like former Burma, 
which is now Myanmar, Syria and 
Zimbabwe and, of course, early on, 
China. 

The U.N. recently replaced the dis-
credited Commission with a Human 
Rights Council. For all the superficial 
changes, it will fail just as miserably 
as its predecessor. The reforms advo-
cated by democratic nations were re-
jected, and that is why the United 
States declined to seek membership 
this year. 

The Council cannot even prevent 
human rights violators from being 
elected to the Council itself. The only 
supposed protection, that a country 
can be suspended if two-thirds of the 
members of the General Assembly 
agree, is useless since less than half of 
the General Assembly could agree that 
Sudan was guilty of human rights vio-
lations. The new Council only reduced 
the number of seats on the Council 
from 53 to 47, not enough to make the 
Council more efficient or effective. It 
also retained geographic quotas that 
will allow countries like Iran, Ven-
ezuela, Sudan and Zimbabwe repeated 
chances to run for membership. 

This new U.N. Human Rights Council 
is littered with abysmal human rights 
abusers. The newly elected membership 
includes nine countries that the de-
mocracy watchdog Freedom House des-
ignates as not free: China, Cuba, Saudi 
Arabia, Russia, Pakistan, Tunisia, Al-
geria, Cameroon and Azerbaijan. Ac-
cording to the Geneva-based human 
rights monitor U.N. Watch, almost half 
of the new members fail to meet ac-
cepted democratic standards. 

The U.S. cannot fund such a human 
rights sham while our own Federal 
Prison System needs the money. The 
Federal Prison System requested a $500 
million increase in fiscal year 2007. The 
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committee report falls $400 million 
short of that request. This unmet in-
crease is vital to grapple with a grow-
ing prison population. 

More than 188,000 inmates are con-
fined in the correctional institutions of 
the Federal Prison System today. As a 
result, the Federal Prison System is 
operating 41 percent over capacity, up 
from 32 percent as of January, 2000. The 
number of Federal correctional officers 
cannot keep pace. In the 1990s, when in-
mate populations were approximately 
half as large, the prisons were at 95 
percent staffing levels. Today, it has 
less than that. This has resulted in a 
significant increase in inmate assaults 
on correctional staff. 

According to the Federal Prison Sys-
tem data, assaults against correctional 
staff increased by 75 percent, and as-
saults against correctional staff with 
weapons increased by 61 percent. These 
are alarming statistics. 

This particular statistic concerns me 
because we have in my district the 
largest prison system, Coleman Correc-
tional Facility. 

So my amendment is significant. I 
ask support of it. It is symbolic. It is 
important to pass it. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The gentleman stated that this bill 
was below the Administration’s re-
quest. We are above the Administra-
tion’s request for prisons. We are not 
below. 

Secondly, our Subcommittee last 
year put together what they called a 
Gingrich-Mitchell Commission, former 
Speaker of the House Newt Gingrich 
and former Minority Leader Mitchell, 
to look at the U.N. reform, and they 
have come up with a good package, and 
they are working on this issue. 

The State Department opposes this 
amendment. John Bolten up at the 
State Department says, and I quote, 
‘‘We must determine whether the U.N. 
Human Rights Council will be a body 
that the world will respect and take se-
riously.’’ Its status is no longer char-
acteristic of the U.N. Commission on 
Human Rights. 

That said, the United States will 
work cooperatively with other member 
states to make the Council as strong 
and effective as it can be. We will be 
supportive of efforts to strengthen the 
Council and look forward to a serious 
review of the Council structure and 
work. 

I have been as critical as anybody 
else, and I will stipulate perhaps more 
than anybody else, on the whole issue 
of the Human Rights Commission with 
regard to China, with regard to Sudan 
and with regard to these others, but 
this would complicate the Administra-
tion’s efforts. 

The Secretary of State, Secretary 
Rice, is opposed to this. The State De-

partment is opposed to this. The Ad-
ministration is opposed to this. 

Change it by dealing with it through 
the Gingrich-Mitchell Task Force and 
put pressure on them, but do not com-
plicate the life of John Bolten and Sec-
retary Rice up there. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr. 
MOLLOHAN). 

b 2045 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. I 
am not sure exactly what the gen-
tleman is attempting to achieve here, 
but I really find myself in disagree-
ment at both ends. 

I find myself in disagreement with 
the offset, certainly. However imper-
fect the U.S. Human Rights Council 
and its memberships may or may not 
be, I am not sure that taking this 
money from that organization for that 
purpose, even if it were to come from 
that account, would address the prob-
lem. 

I might point out that Chairman 
WOLF is extremely sensitive to human 
rights, and has been for a long time; 
and when he addresses human rights 
issues in this bill, he is very conscious 
about them. I really feel confident in 
the way that he has treated the overall 
State Department accounts, particu-
larly as any of that account might be 
contributing to the U.N. Human Rights 
Council budget, if that is the focus of 
this offset, even though it comes from 
the international organizations, ac-
count which is a much broader ac-
count. 

On the other side of it, to increase 
funding for the Bureau of Prisons by 
$500,000, I am really pleased that the 
gentleman recognizes that we do need 
additional dollars within the Bureau of 
Prisons, and I agree that to a large ex-
tent the Bureau of Prisons is under-
funded. It is underfunded in a lot of 
areas. If we are concerned about as-
saults on guards, if we are concerned 
about those kinds of issues, then 
maybe we ought to be looking for those 
types of programs that could be funded, 
but it would cost a lot more than 
$500,000 in the Bureau of Prisons, to 
would address education, training, and 
those kinds of programs that would be 
remedial with regard to prisoners; and 
we could reduce the concerns that he is 
trying to address with this offset. 

So on both ends, Mr. Chairman, I op-
pose the amendment. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I close by 
saying let us do what we did in the 
Gingrich-Mitchell thing. The U.N. has 
made a lot of mistakes. John Bolten is 
no wallflower. I support what John 
Bolten is trying to do up there, and I 
don’t think we should complicate the 
administration’s life by doing this. 

I yield to the gentleman if he would 
like to say something. 

Mr. STEARNS. Well, Mr. Chairman, I 
want you to know that I realize you 
are doing a wonderful job in your posi-
tion here, and this, in a larger sense, is 

symbolic to show to the United Na-
tions where our priorities are and to 
give an opportunity for some Members, 
like myself, to voice their concerns 
about this Human Rights Commission, 
and I thank you for your courtesy. 

Mr. WOLF. I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida will be postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 
For planning, acquisition of sites and con-

struction of new facilities; purchase and ac-
quisition of facilities and remodeling, and 
equipping of such facilities for penal and cor-
rectional use, including all necessary ex-
penses incident thereto, by contract or force 
account; and constructing, remodeling, and 
equipping necessary buildings and facilities 
at existing penal and correctional institu-
tions, including all necessary expenses inci-
dent thereto, by contract or force account, 
$88,961,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which not to exceed $14,000,000 
shall be available to construct areas for in-
mate work programs: Provided, That labor of 
United States prisoners may be used for 
work performed under this appropriation. 

FEDERAL PRISON INDUSTRIES, INCORPORATED 
The Federal Prison Industries, Incor-

porated, is hereby authorized to make such 
expenditures, within the limits of funds and 
borrowing authority available, and in accord 
with the law, and to make such contracts 
and commitments, without regard to fiscal 
year limitations as provided by section 9104 
of title 31, United States Code, as may be 
necessary in carrying out the program set 
forth in the budget for the current fiscal 
year for such corporation, including pur-
chase (not to exceed five for replacement 
only) and hire of passenger motor vehicles. 

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES, 
FEDERAL PRISON INDUSTRIES, INCORPORATED 
Not to exceed $2,477,000 of the funds of the 

corporation shall be available for its admin-
istrative expenses, and for services as au-
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, to be computed on 
an accrual basis to be determined in accord-
ance with the corporation’s current pre-
scribed accounting system, and such 
amounts shall be exclusive of depreciation, 
payment of claims, and expenditures which 
such accounting system requires to be cap-
italized or charged to cost of commodities 
acquired or produced, including selling and 
shipping expenses, and expenses in connec-
tion with acquisition, construction, oper-
ation, maintenance, improvement, protec-
tion, or disposition of facilities and other 
property belonging to the corporation or in 
which it has an interest. 

OFFICE ON VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN 
VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN PREVENTION AND 

PROSECUTION PROGRAMS 
For grants, contracts, cooperative agree-

ments, and other assistance for the preven-
tion and prosecution of violence against 
women, as authorized by the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 3711 et seq.) (‘‘the 1968 Act’’); the Vio-
lent Crime Control and Law Enforcement 
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Act of 1994 (Public Law 103–322) (‘‘the 1994 
Act’’); the Victims of Child Abuse Act of 1990 
(‘‘the 1990 Act’’); the Prosecutorial Remedies 
and Other Tools to end the Exploitation of 
Children Today Act of 2003 (Public Law 108– 
21); the Victims of Trafficking and Violence 
Protection Act of 2000 (Public Law 106–386) 
(‘‘the 2000 Act’’); and the Violence Against 
Women and Department of Justice Reauthor-
ization Act of 2005 (‘‘the 2005 Act’’); 
$390,296,000, including amounts for adminis-
trative costs, to remain available until ex-
pended as follows— 

(1) $11,897,000 for the court-appointed spe-
cial advocate program, as authorized by sec-
tion 217 of the 1990 Act; 

(2) $2,287,000 for child abuse training pro-
grams for judicial personnel and practi-
tioners, as authorized by section 222 of the 
1990 Act; 

(3) $174,500,000 for grants to combat vio-
lence against women, as authorized by part 
T of the 1968 Act, as amended by section 101 
of the 2005 Act, of which $2,477,000 shall be for 
the National Institute of Justice for research 
and evaluation of violence against women; 

(4) $14,808,000 for transitional housing as-
sistance grants for victims of domestic vio-
lence, stalking or sexual assault as author-
ized by section 40299 of the 1994 Act, as 
amended by section 602 of the 2005 Act; 

(5) $63,075,000 for grants to encourage arrest 
policies as authorized by part U of the 1968 
Act, as amended by section 102 of the 2005 
Act; 

(6) $39,166,000 for rural domestic violence 
and child abuse enforcement assistance 
grants, as authorized by section 40295 of the 
1994 Act, as amended by section 203 of the 
2005 Act; 

(7) $4,958,000 for training programs as au-
thorized by section 40152 of the 1994 Act, as 
amended by section 108 of the 2005 Act, and 
for related local demonstration projects; 

(8) $2,962,000 for grants to improve the 
stalking and domestic violence databases, as 
authorized by section 40602 of the 1994 Act, as 
amended by section 109 of the 2005 Act; 

(9) $9,054,000 for grants to reduce violent 
crimes against women on campus, as author-
ized by section 304 of the 2005 Act; 

(10) $42,000,000 for legal assistance for vic-
tims, as authorized by section 1201 of the 2000 
Act, as amended by section 103 of the 2005 
Act; 

(11) $4,540,000 for enhancing protection for 
older and disabled women from domestic vio-
lence and sexual assault, as authorized by 
section 40802 of the 1994 Act, as amended by 
section 205 of the 2005 Act; 

(12) $13,894,000 for the safe havens for chil-
dren program, as authorized by section 1301 
of the 2000 Act, as amended by section 306 of 
the 2005 Act; and 

(13) $7,155,000 for education and training to 
end violence against and abuse of women 
with disabilities, as authorized by section 
1402 of the 2000 Act, as amended by section 
204 of the 2005 Act. 

OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS 

JUSTICE ASSISTANCE 

For grants, contracts, cooperative agree-
ments, and other assistance authorized by 
title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968, the Missing Chil-
dren’s Assistance Act, including salaries and 
expenses in connection therewith, the Pros-
ecutorial Remedies and Other Tools to end 
the Exploitation of Children Today Act of 
2003 (Public Law 108–21), the Justice for All 
Act of 2004 (Public Law 108–405), the Violence 
Against Women and Department of Justice 
Reauthorization Act of 2005 (Public Law 109– 
162), and the Victims of Crime Act of 1984, 
$215,575,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

STATE AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT 
ASSISTANCE 

For grants, contracts, cooperative agree-
ments, and other assistance authorized by 
the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforce-
ment Act of 1994 (Public Law 103–322) (‘‘the 
1994 Act’’); the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968 (‘‘the 1968 Act’’); the 
Trafficking Victims Protection Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 2005 (Public Law 109–164); the Vio-
lence Against Women and Department of 
Justice Reauthorization Act of 2005 (Public 
Law 109–162); and the Victims of Trafficking 
and Violence Protection Act of 2000 (Public 
Law 106–386); and other programs; 
$1,103,492,000 (including amounts for adminis-
trative costs, which shall be transferred to 
and merged with the ‘‘Justice Assistance’’ 
account): Provided, That funding provided 
under this heading shall remain available 
until expended as follows— 

(1) $558,077,000 for the Edward Byrne Memo-
rial Justice Assistance Grant program as au-
thorized by subpart 1 of part E of title I of 
the 1968 Act, as amended by section 1111 of 
Public Law 109–162 (except that the special 
rules for Puerto Rico under section 505(g) of 
the 1968 Act, as amended by section 1111 of 
Public Law 109–162, shall not apply for pur-
poses of this Act), of which— 

(A) $115,225,000 is for discretionary grants, 
notwithstanding the provisions of section 505 
of the 1968 Act; and 

(B) $75,000,000 is for Boys and Girls Clubs in 
public housing facilities and other areas in 
cooperation with State and local law en-
forcement, as authorized by section 401 of 
Public Law 104–294 (42 U.S.C. 13751 note); 

(2) $405,000,000 for the State Criminal Alien 
Assistance Program, as authorized by sec-
tion 241(i)(5) of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1231(i)(5)), as amended by 
section 1196 of Public Law 109–162; 

(3) $30,000,000 for the Southwest Border 
Prosecutor Initiative to reimburse State, 
county, parish, tribal, or municipal govern-
ments only for costs associated with the 
prosecution of criminal cases declined by 
local offices of the United States Attorneys; 

(4) $21,488,000 for activities authorized 
under sections 201 and 204 of Public Law 109– 
164; 

(5) $40,000,000 for Drug Courts, as author-
ized by section 1001(25)(A) of title I of the 
1968 Act, as amended by section 1142 of Pub-
lic Law 109–162; 

(6) $10,000,000 for a prescription drug moni-
toring program; 

(7) $22,943,000 for prison rape prevention 
and prosecution programs, as authorized by 
the Prison Rape Elimination Act of 2003 
(Public Law 108–79), of which $2,175,000 shall 
be transferred to the National Prison Rape 
Elimination Commission for authorized ac-
tivities; 

(8) $5,000,000 for grants for residential sub-
stance abuse treatment for State prisoners, 
as authorized by part S of the 1968 Act; 

(9) $2,000,000 for a program to improve 
State and local law enforcement intelligence 
capabilities including antiterrorism training 
and training to ensure that constitutional 
rights, civil liberties, civil rights, and pri-
vacy interests are protected; 

(10) $2,000,000 for a capital litigation im-
provement grant program; 

(11) $5,000,000 for mental health courts and 
adult and juvenile collaboration program 
grants, as authorized by parts V and HH of 
title I of the 1968 Act; and 

(12) $1,984,000 for the National Sex Offender 
Public Registry: 
Provided, That, if a unit of local government 
uses any of the funds made available under 
this title to increase the number of law en-
forcement officers, the unit of local govern-
ment will achieve a net gain in the number 

of law enforcement officers who perform 
nonadministrative public safety service. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MOLLOHAN 
Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MOLLOHAN: 
Page 23, lines 4 and 9, after each of the dol-

lar amounts, insert ‘‘(increased by 
$341,923,000)’’. 

Page 38, line 19, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $67,077,000)’’. 

Page 55, line 21, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $100,000,000)’’. 

Page 55, line 22, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $75,000,000)’’. 

Page 55, line 25, after the dollar amount, 
insert ‘‘(increased by $25,000,000)’’. 

Page 86, line 17, after each of the dollar 
amounts, insert ‘‘(increased by $81,000,000)’’. 

Page 89, line 17, after each of the dollar 
amounts, insert ‘‘(increased by $10,000,000)’’. 

Page 107, after line 23, insert the following 
new section: 

SEC. 629. In the case of taxpayers with in-
come in excess of $1,000,000, for calendar year 
2007 the amount of tax reduction resulting 
from the enactment of Public Laws 107–16, 
108–27, and 108–311 shall be reduced by 1.45 
percent. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MOL-
LOHAN) and a Member opposed each will 
control 5 minutes. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a 
point of order on the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia reserves a point of order. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume, and I rise in support of my 
amendment. But before I describe the 
amendment, let me first note that 
Chairman WOLF has done a tremendous 
job with the narrow allocation he had. 

However, the reductions and the 
eliminations proposed by the adminis-
tration are really undermining our 
ability to protect our communities, to 
assist the neediest in our country, and 
to invest in cutting-edge innovations. 
All of those programs, addressing those 
concerns and those community needs 
are under the jurisdiction of this bill. 
This amendment takes a step to cor-
recting those underfundings and those 
deficiencies. 

First, Mr. Chairman, my amendment 
would provide an increase of $341 mil-
lion to State and local law enforcement 
grants, restoring these grants to the 
full authorization level of $900 million. 
Federal assistance to State and local 
law enforcement has been cut by about 
$2 billion since 2001, and violent crime 
rates are up 2.5 percent, the largest 
percentage increase since 1992. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, let me empha-
size this. This is State and local law 
enforcement. This is the program the 
Federal Government has that assists 
State and local law enforcement in per-
forming the protective function that 
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they have on a daily basis, dangerous 
job; and they don’t have the resources. 
The Federal Government has recog-
nized that State and local law enforce-
ment does not have the resources to do 
its job. We have recognized that for a 
number of years, and we have programs 
to supplement their resources to en-
sure that they are able to do that. 

But this bill, and the President’s re-
quest over the last number of years, 
has by attrition cut by nearly $2 billion 
since 2001 Federal assistance to State 
and local law enforcement. Those are 
real cuts, and they have had real im-
pacts. And the impact is best measured 
by the increase in violent crime by 2.5 
percent since 1992. 

Mr. Chairman, second, this amend-
ment would provide an increase of $67 
million to the Economic Development 
Administration, bringing the funding 
level up to the $327 million request. 
This would provide EDA with a $44 mil-
lion increase above last year’s enacted 
level to better provide for economi-
cally distressed regions with high un-
employment and low incomes. 

Third, this amendment provides an 
increase of $81 million to the Legal 
Services Corporation, bringing the 
amount near the fiscal year 1995 high 
water mark of $415 million. The bill 
currently provides $313 million to 
Legal Services Corporation, an in-
crease of $3 million above the Presi-
dent’s request, but a dramatic $12.7 
million reduction from last year’s en-
acted level. 

Legal Services Corporation’s budget 
has suffered cuts in each of the last 
three fiscal years, despite a steadily 
rising poverty rate. Need going up, 
funding going down for this program. 

Fourth, this amendment provides $10 
million to the Small Business Adminis-
tration for microloans, which were ze-
roed out in the President’s budget. 
However, during full committee, the 
chairman accepted an amendment to 
partially restore the funding. An addi-
tional $10 million is needed to fully 
fund the microloan program, which is 
the single largest source of funding for 
microenterprise development in the 
Nation, and helps high-risk business 
owners who seek grants of $35,000 or 
less, helping the neediest of our small 
business entrepreneurs. 

Fifth, Mr. Chairman, this amend-
ment provides an increase of $100 mil-
lion for NASA science and education. 
Of this amount, $25 million would be 
for NASA education to reverse the 
trend of damaging cuts that we have 
seen in the past few years, restoring 
the funding to the fiscal year 2005 fund-
ing level of $178.9 million. The remain-
ing $75 million is available to increase 
important science programs that have 
been cut seriously or eliminated. 

In the NASA budget, as the President 
emphasizes space exploration, deem-
phasizes science and research, this 
amendment would change that, pro-
viding that additional funding, the 
amount cut, from science programs. 

All this would be accomplished by an 
offset that would nick the average tax 

break for those with incomes of more 
than $1 million by 1.45 percent, or 
$1,657. Now, to a lot of taxpayers, and 
to the average American, $1,657 is a lot 
of money. But the average tax break 
before this amendment, for those with 
incomes more than $1 million, is 
$114,172. Voting for this amendment, if 
the amendment were made in order, 
would have invested $600 million back 
into law enforcement, low income, and 
millionaires would still receive a 
$112,000 tax break, just suffering $1,600 
to do all that good, Mr. Chairman. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I make a 

point of order against the amendment 
because it proposes to change existing 
law and constitutes legislation in an 
appropriation bill and therefore vio-
lates clause 2 of rule XXI. The rule 
states in pertinent part: ‘‘An amend-
ment to a general appropriation bill 
shall not be in order if changing exist-
ing law.’’ 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member 

wish to be heard on the point of order? 
If not, the Chair is prepared to rule. 

The Chair finds that this amendment 
changes the application of existing law, 
and the amendment therefore con-
stitutes legislation in violation of 
clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The point of order is sustained and 
the amendment is not in order. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KENNEDY OF 
MINNESOTA 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. KENNEDY of 
Minnesota: 

Page 23, line 4, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$532,148,000)’’. 

Page 23, line 9, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$532,148,000)’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. KENNEDY) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a 
point of order on the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia reserves a point of order. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

(Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, in the last 5 years, funding 
for the grants under the consolidated 
Byrne-JAG formula have been cut by 
almost two-thirds. At the same time, 
we have had two consecutive attempts 
by the administration to eliminate this 
program entirely. I don’t know about 

my colleagues, but my police officers 
in my district don’t understand this. 

The minimum this program should be 
funded at is $900 million, which is what 
162 Members of this House requested in 
a letter to the Budget Committee ear-
lier this year and that was rec-
ommended by the Budget Committee 
in the report accompanying the fiscal 
year 2007 budget resolution. 

I realize how tight this bill is and 
how much the chairman and the com-
mittee have worked to give as much as 
they can, and I realize tough choices 
have been made; but we must do better 
for our law enforcement officers, and 
our Members will have a chance to do 
that here today. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
strong support of this bipartisan amendment. 
For years, the Bush administration has been 
talking tough on drugs and law enforcement 
while slashing the funding that makes law en-
forcement possible. The big drops in crime 
during the Clinton years were made possible 
by programs like Byrne that put dollars where 
they are needed: in the hands of local police 
departments and task forces. 

Since 2001, however, funding has been cut 
again and again, from over $1 billion to less 
than $367 million in this year’s bill. These cuts 
go against everything we know to be true 
about drug policy. Ninety percent of drug ar-
rests are made by State and local law en-
forcement, and local drug task forces are our 
first and best line of defense against the grow-
ing problem of meth in our communities. Now 
more than ever, we need to support the work 
that our local law enforcement officers are 
doing. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, later today, 
some of our colleagues plan to offer amend-
ments to this bill that would divert money from 
the 2010 Census. Many of them have good in-
tentions and would send the money to other 
worthwhile programs. However, I would like to 
strongly urge those colleagues to consider the 
damage that would be done—not just to this 
Nation, but perhaps even to the very district 
they represent—should the Census be de-
pleted. It a program with an enormous impact 
and should never be carved up and handed 
out like a Thanksgiving turkey. 

Five years from now, if Members begin 
complaining about problems with Census and 
the count in their States, we will only have 
ourselves to blame. If members want to take 
money from Census, perhaps they should vol-
unteer their States for inaccurate counts. 

Just because the actual survey takes place 
in 2010 doesn’t mean that cutting the Census 
in 2006 is irrelevant. Initial planning is ongoing 
and the Census Bureau is gearing up for the 
largest peace-time mobilization in American 
history. The Census doesn’t just appear in an 
instant and then disappear every ten years, it 
is a constant, massive effort that never stops. 

Some might try to divert money from the 
Census to other programs in this bill in the 
name of law enforcement. But they should 
keep in mind that the Census is a critical tool 
for fighting crime. Crime mapping, after all, re-
lies on accurate demographic and housing 
data to help police determine where to deploy 
manpower, equipment and other resources. 

Furthermore, imagine the impact of an inac-
curate Census on the Byrne Memorial Justice 
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Assistance Grant Program. The distribution of 
this money is based on population and crime 
statistics, both of which are based on Census 
statistics. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope our colleagues under-
stand that the Census affects much of what 
we do, from billions upon billions in federal 
dollars that could assist our districts to our 
States’ representation in Congress. It is espe-
cially important for areas that are under-
counted and underserved. It is not a throw-
away program—in many ways it is the life-
blood of this government. 

b 2100 

POINT OF ORDER 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Virginia reserves a point of order? 
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I do. I 

make a point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

makes a point of order. The gentleman 
will state his point of order. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I make a 
point of order against the amendment, 
that it is in violation of section 302(f) 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974. 

The Committee on Appropriations 
filed a suballocation of the budget for 
fiscal year 2007 on June 6, 2006, House 
Report 109–488. The adoption of this 
amendment would cause the sub-
committee’s suballocation for budget 
authority made under section 302(b) to 
be exceeded and is not permitted under 
section 302(f) of the act. 

I ask for a ruling of the Chair. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member 

wish to be heard on the point of order? 
If not, the Chair is prepared to rule. 

The Chair is authoritatively guided 
under section 312 of the Budget Act by 
an estimate of the Committee on the 
Budget that an amendment providing 
any net increase in new discretionary 
budget authority would cause a breach 
of the pertinent allocation of such au-
thority. 

The amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota would increase 
the level of new discretionary budget 
authority in the bill. As such, the 
amendment violates section 302(f) of 
the Budget Act. 

The point of order is sustained. The 
amendment is not in order. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BARROW 
Mr. BARROW. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BARROW: 
Page 23, line 4, after the dollar amount, in-

sert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$10,000,000)’’. 

Page 24, line 1, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$10,000,000)’’. 

Page 67, line 14, after the dollar amount, 
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$10,000,000)’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BARROW) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Chairman, first of 
all, I would like to thank Chairman 
WOLF and Ranking Member MOLLOHAN 
for their work on this important bill. 

Mr. Chairman, since I joined Con-
gress last year, illegal immigration has 
been debated, discussed and voted on a 
lot in this House, and it is the number 
one concern with a lot of folks that I 
represent back home in Georgia. 

We all know that the explosion of il-
legal immigrants is imposing a huge 
cost on local schools and local hos-
pitals, but it is also imposing a huge 
new cost on local law enforcement as 
well. Local police departments are al-
ready stretched to the limit financially 
in dealing with home-grown crime. De-
spite that, most do an outstanding job 
of serving the public without all the re-
sources they already need. 

But because we still haven’t secured 
our borders, we have caused local law 
enforcement to have to do more. We 
have asked them to do more, and yet 
the Federal Government is not helping 
them to deal with that part of the 
crime problem that the Federal Gov-
ernment has actually created. 

Since 9/11, Congress hasn’t helped. We 
have given local law enforcement more 
to do, but less to do it with. We have 
expanded State and local law enforce-
ment’s authority to investigate, arrest 
and jail undocumented criminal aliens. 

When we expand the responsibilities 
of State and local police, when we ask 
them to do more, we have an obligation 
to give them the resources that they 
need in order to do more. 

In 1994, Congress created the State 
Criminal Alien Assistance Program, 
the SCAAP program, and since then it 
has provided over $4.1 billion in finan-
cial assistance to States, reimbursing 
State and local police for the cost of 
jailing undocumented criminal aliens. 

In the last fiscal year alone, my 
home State of Georgia received $1.8 
million in SCAAP funding for our 
State and local police. This year, fund-
ing for SCAAP was zeroed out in the 
President’s budget. Fortunately, this 
bill will reinstate some funding for this 
program, but the amount is still far 
short of the amount that is authorized 
of the amount that is needed. 

My amendment would provide an ad-
ditional $10 million to the SCAAP pro-
gram. 

Frankly, we have enough home- 
grown crime to deal with already with-
out having to deal with the crime that 
we are literally importing from other 
countries. As a result, my amendment 
pays for an increase in SCAAP funding 
through an 8⁄10 of 1 percent decrease in 
funding from the account that pays 
membership fees to international orga-
nizations. 

Earlier this year, the President ad-
dressed the Nation and announced he 
would be sending National Guard 
troops to our southern border to help 
stem the flood of illegal immigrants 
flowing into the United States. Na-

tional Guard troops on the border may 
help stem the flow of new illegal immi-
grants, but they do nothing to deal 
with the criminal element that has al-
ready gotten through. 

With an estimated is 11 million ille-
gal immigrants already living in the 
United States, our local law enforce-
ment agencies continue to serve as our 
first line of defense in dealing with the 
criminal element that has already en-
tered the country. That is why we need 
to provide State and local police with 
the resources that they need to do the 
job that we impose upon them. 

I therefore urge my colleagues to 
help State and local law enforcement 
deal with undocumented criminals and 
support the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I accept 
the amendment on this side. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BARROW). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KENNEDY OF 

MINNESOTA 
Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KENNEDY of 

Minnesota: 
Page 23, line 4, after the dollar amount, in-

sert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$50,000,000)’’. 

Page 23, line 9, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$50,000,000)’’. 

Page 39, line 25, after the dollar amount, 
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$50,000,000)’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. KENNEDY) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 50 seconds to my 
friend from Kansas (Mr. MORAN). 

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, a methamphetamine epidemic is 
plaguing America, as we know. It has 
become the leading drug problem in my 
home State of Kansas. The Byrne-JAG 
program is a critical tool for Kansas 
drug and law enforcement as they fight 
this methamphetamine abuse produc-
tion and trafficking. It is especially 
true of rural communities who have 
fewer resources and live and die by 
these Federal grants. 

Today, I spoke to Cristi Cain, a meth 
prevention organization leader. Here is 
her quote: Reduced funding means re-
duced enforcement, which means in-
creased addiction, increased traf-
ficking, increased manufacturing, 
which means more injured and killed 
children, more fires and more explo-
sions, more crime to support the addic-
tion. In short, an endangered Kansan. 

I urge adoption of the Kennedy 
amendment. 
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Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield 50 seconds to the 
gentlewoman from Oregon (Ms. 
HOOLEY). 

Ms. HOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate being offered the time. 

In my three decades of public service, 
I have never seen a problem as perva-
sive or as damaging as the meth epi-
demic faced by my home State of Or-
egon. Talking to law enforcement lead-
ers about the meth problem, I have 
heard one message loud and clear. 
Local law enforcement lacks the 
money needed to extinguish this wild-
fire. 

The Byrne-JAG program is an effec-
tive partnership between Federal au-
thorities and State and local law en-
forcement. It enables State and local 
leaders to leverage resources in key 
areas and facilitates collaboration 
among law enforcement, treatment and 
prevention programs. Last year, the 
Byrne task forces nationwide seized 
5,600 meth labs, 55,000 weapons, and 
massive quantities of narcotics, includ-
ing 2.7 million grams of methamphet-
amine. 

Many States have already been 
forced to cut or completely eliminate 
their gang and drug task forces. If we 
don’t increase funding for the Byrne- 
JAG program, those cuts will only be 
deeper. I urge my colleagues to support 
the Kennedy amendment. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, if you 
were to listen to this debate, you would 
assume that this bill has zero in it for 
meth. I urge Members to turn to page 
11. I know nobody reads the reports 
here, and it is pretty obvious, but in 
order to help Federal, State and local 
law enforcement address the meth epi-
demic, the recommendation provides 
$367 million for the Justice Assistance 
Grants which the administration pro-
posed to eliminate, $99 million for 
meth specific grants, which is the au-
thorized level, and $58 million above 
the budget request, $40,000 for drug 
core programs, an increase of $30 mil-
lion with regard to that. 

You act as if we haven’t done any-
thing on meth. This amendment will 
devastate the census. I mean, no good 
deed goes unpunished in this institu-
tion sometimes. The administration 
zeros all this out. We met with every 
Member. Every Member that ap-
proached the committee, we tried to sit 
down and work it out with them to the 
best of it, to no avail. 

Then we just accepted the Reichert 
amendment. God bless Mr. REICHERT 
for his efforts. He has probably forgot-
ten more about this than most other 
Members, $25 million more that has 
just been accepted. Now we come out 
with another 50, 50, 50. 

Then, where does he get the money 
from? I think in the Constitution they 
talk about the census. It is my sense 

that that is in the census in the Con-
stitution. At this stage, a reduction of 
this magnitude to the 2010 decennial 
census programs will impact funda-
mental missions of the Census Bureau, 
reapportionment, the funding that goes 
out to different localities. A complete 
and accurate count in 2010 will not be 
able to be achieved, particularly when 
they look for the dress rehearsal. 

The immediate ramifications are a 
disproportionate impact on vulnerable 
populations, irretrievable loss of test-
ing opportunities to identify the prob-
lems. What can you say? Forget the 
census, blow it off, and put this in, 
even though the committee has in-
creased it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to 
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr. 
MOLLOHAN). 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
join Chairman WOLF in opposing this 
amendment. 

The amendment would increase 
Byrne grants by $50 million. That is 
the good news. No question about it. 
We would like to have more money for 
law enforcement. The offset would be a 
corresponding reduction to the 2010 de-
cennial census by $50 million. 

It is totally unacceptable, Mr. Chair-
man. I go back to my original state-
ment where I say that we are going to 
oppose a lot of amendments today that 
are good amendments except for the 
offset. 

This is really the wrong place for this 
offset, which I might add is still totally 
inadequate to Census Bureau funding 
to meet the needs of our communities, 
not to mention that the law enforce-
ment uses census data to determine 
how to allocate manpower and equip-
ment. 

An article by the Brookings Institute 
fellow Andrew Reamer speaks to this 
point, and I quote, crime mapping has 
emerged as a critical tool in ensuring 
that these scarce resources are used to 
the best effect. Crime mapping applica-
tions at the State and local level rely 
heavily on the Census Bureau’s demo-
graphic and housing data. 

For State and local crime mappers, 
the Census Bureau has the single most 
important population and housing data 
at the neighborhood level. This bill has 
been carefully crafted. Fifty million 
dollars out of the Census Bureau is a 
lot of money, which we cannot afford. 

Remember, folks, we are moving to 
2010 when we are going to do a new de-
cennial census. Taking money out of 
the census today means that we are not 
able to do a good job with that tomor-
row. I can remember when we had to do 
an emergency funding for the Census 
Bureau in the last census. I oppose this 
amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 40 seconds to the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER). 

Mr. SOUDER. First, I want to thank 
the chairman for upping up the admin-
istration’s attempt to zero out the 
Byrne grants, but, in fact, they have 
gone down from $600 million to $400 

million and some, this year to $371 mil-
lion. It will gut so many of our drug 
task forces around the United States. 

But I also spent many years in my 
life here in Congress on the Census 
Subcommittee. Sometimes you have to 
prioritize. Right now, we need more 
help on the streets with crime than we 
do in the Census Bureau. The mandate 
for every 10 years is every 10 years. 

The Census Bureau has taken on all 
kinds of other tasks, which some of the 
private sector can, quite frankly, pay 
for if they need it, rather than shut 
down our drug task forces. Because 
this is roughly almost a 67 percent cut 
over the last 6 years, not based on in-
flation, a 60 percent cut. 

I know this chairman has fought to 
put this back in. This administration’s 
drug enforcement budget is an abomi-
nation and embarrassment. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I don’t know how 
often we have to watch Members pose 
for political holy pictures on these 
issues before we start to gag. Well, I 
am at that point. 

You have Members coming to this 
floor creating a great commotion, try-
ing to create the impression that they 
are oh so much a champion of this pro-
gram or that program. 

On this amendment, it is the Byrne 
grant. On some other amendments, it 
is another program. My question to 
you, sir, is how did you vote on the 
budget resolution? Because if you 
voted for that budget resolution, you 
put this committee and this House into 
a position in which they have no choice 
but to cut one of these programs or the 
other. 

Now you can parade around as a won-
derful conservative, but the fact is, 
don’t come to this floor with crocodile 
tears crying about what is happening 
to the Byrne grants or any other pro-
gram if you voted for that budget reso-
lution. 

At least half the amendments being 
offered in this House, tonight and to-
morrow, are cover-your-tail amend-
ments, Mr. Chairman. They are here 
because Members who voted for the 
budget resolution are now trying to es-
cape their responsibility because they 
want to have a roll call in their pocket 
that they can go to their constituents 
saying I didn’t mean to cut that pro-
gram. 

But when you cut programs, there is 
not a line item in the budget for waste, 
fraud and abuse. When you cut the 
money, as you did in the budget, you 
are willing to sacrifice everything in 
order to provide $50 billion this year in 
tax cuts to people who make $1 million 
a year. 

b 2115 

That is the real action. And half this 
other stuff is phony as a $3 bill. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 50 seconds to the 
gentleman from Nebraska, Congress-
man FORTENBERRY. 
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Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mr. Chairman, 

I do rise in support of this amendment 
as well offered by my colleague, Mr. 
KENNEDY. 

In every congressional district 
throughout the country, narcotics does 
take on a sinister but very unique face. 
In rural communities that span the 
First District of Nebraska, that ugly 
face is methamphetamine abuse, pro-
duction, and trafficking. 

Throughout my district, local law en-
forcement agencies are using as much 
as 85 percent of their resources to bat-
tle meth. Broken families, child abuse, 
gang violence, and environmental 
decay are other consequences that this 
poison imposes on our communities. In 
other districts maybe the problem isn’t 
meth, but perhaps something just as 
sinister like cocaine or heroin. 

But no matter what face narcotics 
takes in any particular district, I 
would like to remind my colleagues 
that we must, in good conscience, sup-
port the men and women of local law 
enforcement. These are the courageous 
men and woman who risk their lives 
daily to better the communities, and 
they deserve our gratitude, but also 
our efforts to assist them in the dif-
ficult and dangerous work they do. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for the 
Kennedy amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 50 seconds to the 
gentleman from Utah, Congressman 
MATHESON. 

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the Kennedy amend-
ment. Every time I meet with anyone 
in law enforcement in my State, coun-
ty sheriff, police chief, I hear about the 
effectiveness of the Byrne grant pro-
gram, and I also hear the concern 
about potential cuts in funding the 
Byrne grants. I don’t think that that 
experience is unique to my congres-
sional district. I suspect that that 
would be the case throughout this 
country. 

This is a situation where we are mak-
ing difficult choices, but when it comes 
to the impact of drug use in our society 
and the effectiveness of the Byrne 
grant program, I think that we need to 
pay attention to the fact that this is a 
program that works. So many people 
question programs in the government 
that may not work so well. This is one 
that has a track record. It works. 

I encourage people to vote for this 
amendment, and I thank Mr. KENNEDY 
for his leadership on the issue. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 50 seconds to the 
gentleman from the great State of Min-
nesota, Congressman RAMSTAD. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Chairman, as co-
chair of the Law Enforcement Caucus, 
I believe it is short-sighted and coun-
terproductive to underfund Byrne 
grants for law enforcement. 

I have seen in my home State of Min-
nesota firsthand the importance of 
Byrne grants to local police in reduc-
ing crime and improving public safety. 
They have funded overtime pay, task 

forces to fight the war on drugs, equip-
ment, and buy money to enforce our 
drug laws. 

We must never forget our cops are on 
the front lines in the war on crime and 
fighting drug dealers and protecting 
our homeland. And before we bleed too 
much for our Census Bureau, I think 
we should remember, this agency in 
this bill already receives a $72 million 
increase. We are talking about funding 
cops, the war on drugs, homeland secu-
rity, or $72 million more for the Bureau 
of Census. To me that is a no-brainer: 
we fund Byrne grants, which every law 
enforcement official in America is 
pleading for. 

I urge adoption of the Kennedy 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, Edmund Burke once said the 
most important reason we have government is 
to keep people safe. 

The Edward Byrne Memorial Grant program 
is a key component of the federal efforts to 
make our communities safe. 

Named for a fallen New York City police of-
ficer, the Byrne Grant program has been a 
vital tool since 1988 in helping state and local 
law enforcement fight violent and drug-related 
crime. 

Although I respect the difficult job our Ap-
propriations Committee is faced with when 
setting spending priorities, we cannot afford to 
shortchange public safety. 

As co-chair of the Law Enforcement Cau-
cus, Mr. Chairman, I believe it’s short-sighted 
and counter productive to underfund Byrne 
Grants for law enforcement. 

This amendment would increase funding for 
the Byrne-JAG program by $50 million and is 
offset by a reduction to the Bureau of the Cen-
sus—an agency that already receives a $72 
million increase in this bill! 

Byrne Grants have been essential to better 
coordination between local and federal law en-
forcement in protecting our homeland. They 
have been key to providing personnel, equip-
ment, training and technical assistance in the 
war on drugs. 

They have bolstered prosecution efforts. 
And they have been used to administer critical 
programs—multi-jurisdictional drug enforce-
ment teams, anti-drug education, treatment 
and alternative sentencing, such as drug 
courts. 

In my home state of Minnesota, I’ve seen, 
firsthand, the importance of Byrne Grants to 
local police in reducing crime and improving 
public safety. They have funded overtime pay, 
task forces, equipment and ‘‘buy’’ money to 
enforce our drug laws. 

We must never forget our cops are on the 
front lines—in the war on crime, fighting drug 
dealers and protecting our homeland. 

As Chris Matthews of MSNBC said after the 
attacks of September 11: ‘‘Before the attacks 
on our homeland, America’s heroes were the 
rich and famous. Since Sept. 11, America’s 
heroes are the cops and firefighters. And 
that’s good for America.’’ 

Today, America’s heroes are counting on 
us. Congress owes it to these brave men and 
women who put their lives on the line every 
day they put on the badge. Our Nation’s law 
enforcement officers need all the tools Con-
gress can provide. 

I encourage my colleagues to support this 
amendment to increase the maximum funding 

levels for Byrne Grants. It’s time to honor the 
sacrifices made each and every day by our 
Nation’s law enforcement community and give 
our Nation’s finest the support they need. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, who has the right to close? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. In my 
last 10 seconds, I would just com-
pliment and applaud the committee 
and the chairman for the great work 
that they have done in trying to offset 
the cut by the administration, but say 
with a two-thirds cuts in Byrne grants 
funding, this amendment is absolutely 
necessary. And I urge my colleagues to 
support its passage. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I tried, the committee 
tried. Every Member who spoke to me 
on either side, we really made a really 
sincere effort to address it. 

I went to Nebraska. I went out to Ne-
braska. The gentleman from Nebraska 
is right: they have a real, real problem. 

But if you would just kind of listen 
to this debate, you would automati-
cally, if you were just tuning in in Du-
buque or Des Moines, you would as-
sume that there was nothing in here, 
that we had just been stone deaf, that 
we had not even listened. We added 
also, to keep in mind, we just added, 
under the Reichert amendment, $25 
million. 

But in the committee report, on page 
11, after really searching, I was very 
moved when I went out to Nebraska. I 
thought we want to do everything. And 
I have talked to Mr. SOUDER. And every 
time, I thought I have tried to do ev-
erything I could. 

Now, as Mr. OBEY said, the budget 
resolutions come down, and the deficits 
are important and we talk. But here is 
what the conference report says: 

‘‘In order to help the Federal, State 
and local law enforcement address the 
meth epidemic, the recommendation 
provides $367 million for the Justice 
Assistance Grants program,’’ they were 
wiped out, ‘‘which the administration 
proposed to eliminate; $99 million for 
meth-specific grants, which is the au-
thorized level, and $58 million plus 
above the budget request; $40,000 for 
Drug Court programs, which is $30 mil-
lion above the current year, $5 million 
for State Prison Drug Treatment pro-
grams, which the administration pro-
posed to eliminate, and also $15 million 
above the request for DEA.’’ 

But if I had just listened to this de-
bate, I would assume that this guy, 
WOLF, he was AWOL. He had no inter-
est in meth. He was insensitive. 

Of course, my father was a police-
man. I have five kids. I have 11 
grandkids. I think the deficit is a prob-
lem. I sit in Republican conferences, 
and I even hear people talk about it. 

The Constitution requires that we do 
the census. It requires it. It isn’t op-
tional. We will use it to reapportion. 
And so I think what is taken here, you 
go to the weakest and the most vulner-
able. There is not a lobby downtown for 
the Census Bureau. It just is not. 
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It is an easy vote. I am going to call 

for a roll call vote. We will have a roll 
call vote. But there is no support for 
the census, except in the Constitution. 
This guy named Jefferson and Wash-
ington and Madison and Monroe, they 
thought it was important. 

But now we are going to take $50 mil-
lion. I am sort of baffled. I guess it 
would have been almost easier to some-
times just not kind of go up anytime 
and try to listen, and then come down 
and take amendments on the floor that 
you were almost going to take. 

I think I am going to lose this 
amendment. But I believe that I am 
right. And I believe for us to take this 
money out of the Census Bureau, I 
think they could have probably found 
another spot. But one spot has a strong 
lobby downtown; probably a lot of reg-
istered lobbyists are working on that 
area. Another, are there any registered 
lobbyists for the Census Bureau? Zero. 
Zip. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman 
from Rhode Island. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to thank the gen-
tleman for all he has done in the area 
of providing more drug treatment, 
more work in terms of interdiction of 
drugs. This chairman has done more 
than anyone else in his position could 
ever do on the meth epidemic or any-
thing else. 

All of us care about the census be-
cause we are not going to get back in 
our districts the entitlements for vet-
erans, for those who are children, for 
education, if we don’t have an accurate 
census. It is the process by which all 
substance goes through. 

If we don’t have money for our dis-
tricts that comes through a proper ac-
counting, we are losing money in our 
districts. If you can’t understand that 
the census is the key to making sure 
our districts’ needs get met, then I 
don’t think you have actually been 
looking at why we have a census. That 
is the reason we have it, so a portion in 
government, the money can go to 
where it ought to go to those who need 
it most. 

And, again, the chairman has done 
more than anyone else to try to make 
sure this meth epidemic has been tack-
led, and I support him wholeheartedly 
in opposing this amendment. 

Mr. WOLF. Reclaiming my time, con-
stitutional requirement, article I, sec-
tion 2, we are required to take the de-
cennial census. We ramp up to it. There 
has been controversy on this legisla-
tion. I say, God bless the Members that 
offered this. If you really feel so 
strong, vote for it. And I hope the 
money goes for the good. But I think 
when I look at this, I kind of feel, look-
ing at this, as we work this bill 
through, I just don’t understand. And I 
don’t see how we can just take it from 
there. Patton, Boggs and Blow doesn’t 
represent the census. Aiken Gump 
doesn’t represent the census. They rep-
resent the Chinese, but not the census. 

So we are going to go to the weakest, 
most vulnerable. Article I, section 2 of 
the Constitution. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the amend-
ment. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would rise to strike 
the last word and I don’t intend to take 
5 minutes. But I do want to make this 
point. You know, this is chickens com-
ing home to roost. 

If you voted for these budget resolu-
tions that increasingly cut the alloca-
tion to the Appropriations Committee, 
and in turn the full appropriations 
committee gives smaller and smaller 
allocations to the subcommittees, this 
is where we get. We get to this point. I 
mean, there is a real relationship be-
tween voting for a budget resolution. 
The whole budget process, the hearings 
and making a budget, coming forth 
with a budget resolution, the whole 
process, in my opinion, is not real ex-
cept that it does set the cap on domes-
tic discretionary and defense spending. 
And that has gone down and down and 
down. 

So now we are at the point that we 
have 100-about amendments offered 
here today, a lot of them from the ma-
jority side, a lot of them from the mi-
nority side, looking at the con-
sequences of budget resolutions that 
don’t provide adequate allocation. 
Everybody’s looking at programs say-
ing, oh, my goodness, you mean we are 
cutting law enforcement programs like 
this? You mean the President comes 
forward and zeroes out State and local 
law enforcement; the chairman comes 
back and tries to restore it but, boy, it 
is not enough. And Byrne grant pro-
grams. Golly, the allocation is not 
enough. Well, surprise. Budget resolu-
tions mean something at the allocation 
level. The whole process gets down to 
how much money do we have for do-
mestic discretionary. 

Some folks are very concerned about 
NASA. Some folks are very concerned 
about science spending. Some folks are 
very concerned about law enforcement. 
Some people are concerned about the 
Bureau of Prisons. 

Well, if you voted for the budget res-
olution, this is what you get, chickens 
coming home to roost. There is not 
enough money for these programs. 

And I just want to make the point 
that when you get down to a really 
small pie, then you start cannibalizing 
good programs. 

Are you suggesting that really that 
we don’t need this $50 million for cen-
sus programs? I mean, do we not need 
that? 

The subcommittee went through a 
rigorous process of hearings. We went 
through a rigorous process with the 
majority staff, the chairman of the 
committee, coming forward with this 
bill. It is the best bill that can come 
forward given our allocation. We cut 
these census programs and the Justice 
Department isn’t going to have the in-
formation it needs in order to spend its 

dollars wisely. You cut the census pro-
gram, come 2010, we are not going to be 
able to conduct a proper census, decen-
nial census. That is the consequences 
of it. You can cut it now. You can cut 
census program, you can try to cut 
some of these other programs, these 
unacceptable offsets. But there is a 
consequence for it. And what you are 
really acknowledging here tonight is 
that you shouldn’t have voted for that 
budget resolution. You shouldn’t have 
voted for a budget resolution that does 
not provide for an adequate allocation 
for us to do our job for law enforce-
ment. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I have a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state his inquiry. 
Mr. SOUDER. Does our unanimous 

consent agreement give the majority 
subcommittee chairman the ability to 
speak for 5 minutes whenever he wants, 
plus the ranking member of the full 
Appropriations Committee, plus the 
subcommittee on any motion in front 
of the House, plus the 5 minutes to op-
pose an amendment? 

b 2130 
The CHAIRMAN. When an amend-

ment is pending, the order of the House 
of today allows the subcommittee 
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber and the committee chairman and 
ranking minority member the right to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. SOUDER. So if I understand 
what the chairman said, the rest of the 
House only gets 5 minutes, even if it 
represents the majority position of the 
House, but the combined Appropria-
tions Committee can take 25 minutes 
to oppose our amendment, and our only 
recourse is to object to unanimous con-
sent agreements? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is not a par-
liamentary inquiry. 

Mr. SOUDER. My parliamentary in-
quiry is, the only way to have stopped 
this was to have objected to the unani-
mous consent agreement? 

The CHAIRMAN. The order of the 
House was propounded by unanimous 
consent and was accepted. 

Mr. SOUDER. In the future, I will be 
objecting if that is going to be the 
order of the House. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
and his party have 5 additional min-
utes to make their case. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee 
may extend time on equal terms where 
both sides would have the equal time. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I would 
ask unanimous consent that both sides 
give the opposition the same time so 
that the gentleman from Indiana and 
the gentleman from Minnesota and 
others have equal time. 

Mr. SOUDER. Will the chairman 
yield? 

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, we were 
restricted to 50 seconds. Most people 
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have gone through the process, but 
many Members did not come over who 
could have spoken. 

I have a general concern that the Ap-
propriations Committee on all the 
amendments can gang up, as we saw 
here, on a 5-minute rule; and I have 
concern about these unanimous con-
sent agreements. I do not think we 
need to hold the House further here. 
We already went through our different 
statements. I could debate for 30 min-
utes on the census and other things, 
but I think we should move to a vote at 
this point. But I have a real problem 
about this intimidation by the Appro-
priations Committee. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yielded back my time, but I would ask 
unanimous consent to claim any time I 
had remaining and to yield it to the 
gentlemen. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are you asking 
unanimous consent to reclaim your 
time, which is 2 minutes, and have the 
ability to yield that time? 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. I do, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
Mr. SOUDER. I object. 
The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
Mr. MOLLOHAN. I am only trying to 

yield it to the gentlemen. 
The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. KENNEDY). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota will be post-
poned. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I found the last com-
ment from the gentleman from Indiana 
to be very interesting. 

The fact is that the unanimous con-
sent agreement was agreed to as a 
courtesy by the minority to the major-
ity. It is, very frankly, not in the polit-
ical interest of the minority party in 
this House to assist the majority party 
in moving its appropriation bills 
through the House. We have done so on 
every occasion as a matter of legisla-
tive courtesy to the majority. 

Now, if members of the majority do 
not like that, then I guarantee you 
there will never be another unanimous 
consent request provided from the mi-
nority side of the aisle. If that is the 
way you want it, you are going to be 
here a long time struggling with every 
appropriation bill from here on out. 

The minority accepted the unani-
mous consent request with this provi-
sion because there are many times 
when the majority party and the mi-
nority party have a different view of 
amendments. This is not one of those 
times, but that happens most of the 
time on these amendments. And so the 
unanimous consent request is not any 

conspiracy between members of the Ap-
propriations Committee. It is simply 
an effort to move the House’s vote 
along. 

We have 100 amendments. Without 
this unanimous consent request, we 
would still be on number 2 or number 3. 
You would not get halfway through 
this bill before you go home for the 
July 4 recess. Now, if that is what you 
want, I am perfectly happy to give it to 
you. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. MILLENDER- 
MCDONALD 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Ms. MILLENDER- 
MCDONALD: 

Page 23, line 4, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$5,000,000)’’. 

Page 24, line 14, after the dollar amount, 
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$5,000,000)’’. 

Page 39, line 25, after the dollar amount, 
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$5,000,000)’’. 

Page 40, line 2, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $5,000,000)’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California. 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Today, I am offering an amendment 
to increase funding for the Department 
of Justice drug court programs. My 
amendment would raise allocated fund-
ing to drug court programs in the bill 
from $40 million to $45 million. 

Mr. Chairman, we Members of Con-
gress recognize that substance abuse 
not only has devastating effects on the 
abuser but also on the entire commu-
nity. The total estimated cost of drug 
abuse to American communities in 2000 
was $160.7 billion, mostly from health 
care costs and productivity losses. 

Also troubling is the rise in drug-re-
lated crime. Between 1984 and 1999, the 
number of defendants charged with a 
drug offense in Federal court increased 
by 247 percent. In 2001, substance abus-
ers accounted for more than half of all 
sentenced Federal inmates. 

However, many drug-related offenses 
are nonviolent, and incarceration will 
not prevent repeated drug use. Treat-
ment is the key. 

Drug courts are a proven, unique tool 
in the war against substance abuse. 
These special courts were developed to 
curb dependency at the local level by 
reflecting the unique strengths of each 
community and using comprehensive 
supervision, drug testing, and treat-
ment services. 

To date, there are nearly 1,800 drug 
court programs that serve more than 
70,000 participants with impressive re-

covery results. The program allows for 
the full weight of interveners to be 
brought to bear on the offender, com-
pelling him or her to deal with the sub-
stance abuse problem. 

The treatment represents a viable 
long-term solution with long-term re-
sults as opposed to incarceration, a 
short-term course of action that fails 
to treat the addiction problems. 

I am proud that while he served as 
our Nation’s Drug Czar, Asa Hutch-
inson came to my district and visited 
my drug court in Compton, California. 
He went away believing it was a model 
for others nationwide. It is clear that 
these courts make a difference, Mr. 
Chairman, and deserve sufficient fund-
ing levels. 

I wish to recognize Chairman LEWIS, 
Chairman WOLF, and Ranking Member 
MOLLOHAN for their dedication to drug 
courts and thank them for increasing 
this account by 300 percent from last 
year. 

With the understanding that Chair-
man WOLF and Chairman LEWIS will 
fight in conference to increase drug 
court funding to $45 million, I have 
agreed to withdraw my amendment, 
and I defer to the chairman at this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I claim 
the time in opposition to the amend-
ment, though I am not in opposition 
since the gentlewoman has withdrawn 
the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I pledge to 
do everything we can in conference, 
and I know Mr. MOLLOHAN feels the 
same way and we have had the con-
versation with other members, to keep 
the figure at this number. It is a 300 
percent increase. Drug courts are very, 
very important. So I will do everything 
I can, and I know Mr. MOLLOHAN will 
also agree, to keep this in. And I thank 
the gentlewoman. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman. 

I do recognize you will use all of your 
efforts to try to increase this. I appre-
ciate your commitment to this success-
ful program. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 
SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE 

OF THE WHOLE 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 

6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will now 
resume on those amendments on which 
further proceedings were postponed, in 
the following order: 

Amendment by Mr. OBEY of Wis-
consin. 

Amendment by Ms. VELÁZQUEZ of 
New York. 
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Amendment by Mr. NADLER of New 

York. 
Amendment No. 22 by Mr. STEARNS of 

Florida. 
Amendment by Mr. KENNEDY of Min-

nesota. 
The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes 

the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 237, noes 185, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 326] 

AYES—237 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Case 
Castle 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Dicks 

Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gerlach 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 

Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickering 
Platts 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 

Pryce (OH) 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 

Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Simmons 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sweeney 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 

Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (PA) 
Wexler 
Wilson (NM) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOES—185 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cantor 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Ehlers 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gibbons 

Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 

Nussle 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pitts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—10 

Brady (PA) 
Cannon 
Carson 
Evans 

Herger 
Hyde 
Johnson, Sam 
Ortiz 

Radanovich 
Strickland 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

The CHAIRMAN (during the vote). 
Members are advised that 2 minutes re-
main in this vote. 

b 2209 

Messrs. PETRI, LATHAM, GREEN of 
Wisconsin, SHERWOOD and GOHMERT 
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no’’. 

Messrs. EDWARDS, OWENS, 
BOOZMAN, ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, 
MCCOTTER, SCHWARZ Of Michigan, 
LAHOOD, JOHNSON of Illinois and Ms. 
HART changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to 
‘‘aye’’. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. VELÁZQUEZ 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 214, noes 207, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 327] 

AYES—214 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 

Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gerlach 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Harris 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 

Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Ney 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
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Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Platts 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 

Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 

Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (PA) 
Wexler 
Wilson (NM) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 

NOES—207 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 

Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 

Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wicker 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Brady (PA) 
Cannon 
Carson 
Evans 

Herger 
Hyde 
Johnson, Sam 
Ortiz 

Radanovich 
Strickland 
Whitfield 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

The CHAIRMAN (during the vote). 
Members are advised that 1 minute re-
mains in this vote. 

b 2214 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NADLER 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. NADLER) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 176, noes 243, 
not voting 13, as follows: 

[Roll No. 328] 

AYES—176 

Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bono 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 

Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Gallegly 
Gillmor 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayworth 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Inslee 
Israel 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 

McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Platts 
Pomeroy 
Price (GA) 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Rohrabacher 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 

Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 

Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Velázquez 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 

Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (PA) 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 

NOES—243 

Abercrombie 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Cleaver 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett (NJ) 

Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 

Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pastor 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watt 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—13 

Brady (PA) 
Cannon 
Carson 

Costa 
Evans 
Herger 

Hyde 
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Johnson, Sam 
Ortiz 

Radanovich 
Rush 

Strickland 
Whitfield 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 

The CHAIRMAN (during the vote). 
Members are advised there is 1 minute 
remaining in this vote. 

b 2218 

Mr. CLEAVER changed his vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 22 OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 163, noes 257, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 329] 

AYES—163 

Akin 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Berkley 
Berry 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Camp (MI) 
Cantor 
Cardoza 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Coble 
Conaway 
Costa 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Drake 
Duncan 
Everett 
Feeney 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 

Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Gene 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herseth 
Holden 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McMorris 
Melancon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 

Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Otter 
Pascrell 
Paul 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Rahall 
Renzi 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ross 
Royce 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salazar 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Smith (NJ) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 

Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 

Wamp 
Weiner 
Westmoreland 

Wilson (SC) 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—257 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Bass 
Becerra 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Campbell (CA) 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carnahan 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cole (OK) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Tom 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Fortenberry 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 

Granger 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hensarling 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Ney 
Northup 
Nussle 

Obey 
Olver 
Osborne 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Sweeney 
Tauscher 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—12 

Brady (PA) 
Cannon 
Carson 
Culberson 

Evans 
Herger 
Hyde 
Johnson, Sam 

Ortiz 
Radanovich 
Strickland 
Whitfield 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (during the 
vote). Members are advised there is 1 
minute remaining in this vote. 

b 2222 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KENNEDY OF 

MINNESOTA 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. KENNEDY) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 291, noes 129, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 330] 

AYES—291 

Abercrombie 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Allen 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Berkley 
Berry 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Bonner 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 

Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Gallegly 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hayworth 

Hensarling 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (KY) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
McCarthy 
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McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pallone 

Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ross 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shimkus 

Shuster 
Simmons 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watson 
Weiner 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wu 
Young (FL) 

NOES—129 

Ackerman 
Alexander 
Andrews 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Becerra 
Berman 
Biggert 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Boyd 
Burgess 
Campbell (CA) 
Capuano 
Carter 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Conyers 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Culberson 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Tom 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Drake 
Dreier 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Eshoo 
Filner 
Flake 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gilchrest 
Gonzalez 
Goode 

Granger 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inglis (SC) 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Lantos 
Lee 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Matsui 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moran (VA) 
Myrick 
Napolitano 
Olver 
Owens 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 

Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Petri 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Rogers (KY) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Schakowsky 
Scott (GA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Simpson 
Smith (TX) 
Solis 
Stark 
Tancredo 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Tiahrt 
Turner 
Velázquez 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Wexler 
Wicker 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—12 

Boehner 
Brady (PA) 
Cannon 
Carson 

Evans 
Herger 
Hyde 
Johnson, Sam 

Ortiz 
Radanovich 
Strickland 
Whitfield 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 
The CHAIRMAN (during the vote). 

Members are advised there is 1 minute 
remaining in this vote. 

b 2229 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Messrs. RAHALL, MARKEY, 
MEEHAN and NEAL of Massachusetts 
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

b 2230 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
MCCAUL of Texas) having assumed the 
chair, Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, 
Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 
reported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
5672) making appropriations for 
Science, the Departments of State, 
Justice, and Commerce, and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2007, and for other purposes, 
had come to no resolution thereon. 

f 

COLLOQUY RE CRAB PROCESSOR 
QUOTA SHARES 

(Mr. LOBIONDO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to enter into a colloquy with the chair-
man of the Transportation and Infra-
structure Committee, Chairman 
YOUNG. 

Is it the intent of the conference on 
H.R. 889, the Coast Guard and Maritime 
Transportation Act of 2006, that when 
the National Marine Fisheries Service 
issues new processor quota shares 
under section 417, the regional designa-
tion for the shares for both the king 
and c. opilio crab fisheries shall reflect 
the processing history of the Blue 
Dutch during the years leading up to 
the North Pacific Council’s adoption of 
the crab plan? 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LOBIONDO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Alaska. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Yes, it is the 
intent of the conferees that both the 
new king crab processor quota shares 
and the new c.opilio processor quota 
shares shall receive a designation based 
on the location in which crab was his-
torically processed. 

Mr. LOBIONDO. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

f 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 4157 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
remove my name from H.R. 4157, the 
Health Information Technology Act of 
2005. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Texas? 

There as no objection. 
f 

OVERSIGHT GAP IN IRAQ 
(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
former State Department intelligence 
officials testified yesterday that they 
warned the administration 3 years ago 
that the occupation of Iraq would pro-
voke insurgency ethnic strife and the 
targeting of U.S. forces. But their 
words then, 3 years ago, went 
unheeded. 

The Post reported today that the 
hearing ‘‘marked the first time intel-
ligence assessments on postwar Iraq 
had been specifically discussed in a 
congressional session.’’ No Republicans 
participated. 

Three years after the war in Iraq 
began, Republicans are still refusing to 
investigate what went wrong. Ohio 
families are paying the price. 

Many of us have repeatedly asked the 
President to present a plan for success 
in Iraq, a winning exit strategy to com-
plete the mission and start to redeploy 
and bring our troops home. Repub-
licans responded with theatrics and 
sound bites. More of the same is not a 
plan. More of the same doesn’t bring us 
any closer to winning the global war on 
terror. 

The troops and the American people 
deserve better. They deserve a Con-
gress that doesn’t look the other way 
when mistakes are made. They deserve 
a realistic and forward-thinking plan 
that brings our troops home. 

f 

SHUTTLE SAFETY 
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, just a few days from today, 
brave Americans will again enter into 
space, pressing forward the intellectual 
and, of course, scientific expertise that 
Americans possess. I support the space 
exploration program, but I stand today 
as a member of the House Science 
Committee who has continually asked 
the question about safety, safety, safe-
ty. 

After the incident of Columbia, we 
implemented safety procedures. Unfor-
tunately, today, we find that one of the 
engineers that had concerns about the 
space shuttle’s launch on July 1 has 
now been removed as an engineer from 
this program. 

Whistle-blower protection. Safety re-
quirements. It is time, before they 
launch, that they tell Members of Con-
gress the facts and that we can be as-
sured that all manner of testing, all as-
sessment has been made to ensure a 
safe launch, as safe as possible, so that 
lives can be protected. 
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Vehicles may be lost, but the lives of 

astronauts should be protected. We 
need answers, and I look forward to 
getting those answers as soon as pos-
sible. 

f 

HAMAS-LED PALESTINIAN AU-
THORITY, A TERRORIST ORGANI-
ZATION 

(Mr. ENGEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, more and 
more information is emerging that this 
week’s kidnapping of an Israeli soldier 
and the killing of two others was a 
Hamas plot from day one. Several 
newspapers are reporting that the at-
tack and kidnapping were carried out 
by Ahmed Jaabari, the commander of 
the Hamas military wing who takes his 
orders from Khaled Mashal, the senior 
Hamas leader based in Damascus, 
Syria. 

According to the Associated Press, 
two senior aids to Palestinian Author-
ity President Mahmoud Abbas said 
that Mashal gave the green light for 
the operation. This is a stinging indict-
ment of the Syrian regime’s participa-
tion in global terror and a brutal re-
minder about Hamas. 

I and others have called the Hamas- 
led Palestinian Authority a terrorist 
organization. Congress recently passed 
a bill banning any assistance to the 
Palestinian Authority until it ends ter-
ror, recognizes Israel, and abides by all 
agreements signed by the Palestinian 
Authority. But most of all, with this 
terrorist attack, Hamas has once again 
shown its true stripes. It remains the 
murderous terrorist group which car-
ried out scores of suicide bombings in 
the 1990s. 

Our U.S. Ambassador Jones said yes-
terday, ‘‘The problem is in Damascus 
and that is where we should focus the 
world’s attention.’’ This is the key 
point. The Syrian Government con-
tinues to play host to a range of ter-
rorist groups, including Hamas. And 
now, one of the outlaws in Damascus 
has kidnapped an Israeli soldier. 

As the author of the Syria Account-
ability Act and Lebanese Sovereignty 
Restoration Act, I demand that the 
government of Syria close the terrorist 
bases in its country and bring the mur-
derer Khaled Mashal to justice. And I 
ask President Bush to impose the re-
maining sanctions of the Syria Ac-
countability Act which it has not yet 
imposed. 

f 

CONGRATULATING COLLEGE 
WORLD SERIES CHAMPION OR-
EGON STATE BEAVERS 

(Mr. WU asked and was given permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute 
and to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, we deal with 
such serious topics in this House of 
Representatives, and so I want to bring 
to the attention of this House and this 

Nation a very happy topic. I rise to 
congratulate the Oregon State Univer-
sity Beavers on winning the College 
World Series baseball tournament. 

This is indeed a Beaver Nation. After 
taking on UCLA, Stanford, Arizona, 
and USC, all sunny States, we in the 
rainy Northwest, with a team of kids 
from smaller communities all around 
the State, have successfully won a 
world championship. This is probably 
the first world championship since the 
Portland Trail Blazers won the NBA 
championship in 1977. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, and under a previous order 
of the House, the following Members 
will be recognized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. LARSON of Connecticut ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

SALMON FISHING SEASON A 
DISASTER 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to replace Mr. 
LARSON. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from Oregon 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, today I 

had an extraordinary meeting with the 
head of the National Oceanic Atmos-
pheric Administration, Mr. 
Lautenbacher, and his deputy, Mr. Ho-
garth. They met with six Members of 
Congress representing the west coast 
fishers in the United States, particu-
larly from Oregon down into Cali-
fornia. 

These gentlemen met with us so we 
could ask them to ask, in all sincerity, 
when they are going to declare the 
salmon fishing season, which has been 
essentially closed by their agency, a 
disaster. Their answer was: never. Or 
maybe next year. 

It was an extraordinary meeting. 
They said that because they allowed an 
extraordinarily limited season, that is, 
a fisherman can go out and catch up to 
75 salmon, which won’t quite pay for 
the fuel to leave the dock, on a few oc-
casions during the year, that they 
can’t anticipate whether or not it will 
be a disaster for those folks. 

Now, the deputy was a little more 
honest, and he admitted that it was 
even worse than they thought. No one 
is fishing. No one is going out with fuel 
prices like this, and, in fact, there is 
virtually no activity. But they thought 
that people might go out. Maybe the 
price of fish will go way up. I said, to 
what, a hundred dollars a pound? What 

are we talking about? What would in-
duce people to go out into the ocean 
and catch 75 salmon, a commercial 
fishing boat? They couldn’t answer 
that. 

So we said, your regional counsel rec-
ommended a disaster declaration, and 
you sent it back. When will you process 
that? They said, oh, well, we have al-
ready sent it back again. We said, why 
did you send it back? They said, well, 
because they made a recommendation 
of a disaster. 

The people who manage this agency 
in the region recognized the disaster. 
They recommended a disaster declara-
tion to the national bureaucrats. The 
national bureaucrats said, no, you 
can’t do that. They sent it back. They 
had to strip out their recommendation 
and then they sent it back and they 
said, okay. 

So when are you going to process all 
the facts on which they made that de-
termination? They said, not until Feb-
ruary. Well, why not until next Feb-
ruary? Because people might go out 
and catch 75 fish, and that might make 
a difference in whether or not there is 
a disaster. 

It is extraordinary tortured logic. 
You can’t get there from here. So we 
said, how about you just issue the dec-
laration of a disaster. No, their lawyers 
say they can’t do that. I asked to see 
the legal opinion. They said, no, they 
couldn’t show me the legal opinion; 
that they couldn’t do that. 

We asked to see the recommendation 
from the regional people about the dis-
aster, and they said, no, you can’t have 
that. You are only Members of Con-
gress representing these people. You 
can’t have those documents because we 
haven’t made a decision yet. When are 
you going to make a decision? When it 
is too late for the fishers and their 
families. When they have already gone 
bankrupt. Whey they have already lost 
their boats. That is next winter when 
they might get around to making a de-
cision about this year’s season. 

So, then, I said, okay, how about 
this: why don’t you just close down 
this lame season that you have cre-
ated, this 75-fish limit on a few days; 
just close it down, declare a disaster, 
and get some assistance to the fishers? 
They said, oh, no, they couldn’t do that 
because they have already made a deci-
sion that is based on certain docu-
ments, and they couldn’t go back on 
that. I said, just declare an emergency. 
No, they are not going to do that. 

b 2245 
They are getting orders from some-

where higher up in this administration 
that is embarrassed, embarrassed 
about the politics, embarrassed that 4 
years ago, to make hay in an election 
year, they diverted water from irriga-
tion, from the river to irrigation. They 
got headlines. They made great polit-
ical hay with us with it. Now if they 
declare a disaster on the returning 
salmon, the class of that year, they are 
essentially admitting that they im-
pacted that. 
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In fact, in the Senate, they have al-

ready said that this is not a natural 
disaster. The Parliamentarian there 
ruled against emergency assistance by 
the junior Senator from Oregon, be-
cause he said this was not a natural 
disaster; it is manmade. The Bush Ad-
ministration made this disaster 
through their mismanagement of the 
resources in that region. 

So now we have the agency saying 
they are not going to declare a dis-
aster. I think they are just trying to 
put the small fishers out of business. 
What the end game is, I am not sure. 
Maybe giant aquaculture. Who knows? 
But the point is they are refusing, de-
spite the request of the Governor of Or-
egon, the Governor of California, the 
Senators from Oregon, the Senators 
from California, a large number of Rep-
resentatives from Oregon and Cali-
fornia, we have all requested a disaster 
declaration, and the White House is si-
lent, and the bureaucrats say ‘‘no.’’ 

f 

JUDGMENT DAY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, tonight there 
is one less brutal murderer in Texas. 
Angel Maturino Resendiz is gone. He 
has been executed, ending one of the 
most brutal reigns of terror a serial 
killer has ever known. 

Some called him the face of death. 
He rode the rails from Mexico to the 
heartland of America, leaving a wake 
of bloodied and mutilated bodies be-
hind him, quickly earning the top 
ranking of the FBI’s most wanted list. 

Thanks to the tenacity of Texas 
Ranger Drew Carter, who captured 
Resendiz, and the work of the FBI and 
numerous local law enforcement agen-
cies, justice has occurred. The wanted 
posters have come down. 

Resendiz raped, brutalized, tortured, 
maimed, and he took the lives of at 
least nine people, all who live within 
yards of railroad tracks throughout 
America. But he stole. He stole the se-
curity of citizens everywhere he went. 
Small town shops sold out of pistols. 
People who never locked their doors 
even sealed their windows because of 
the fear of Resendiz. Resendiz never 
knew where he was going, never 
brought anything with him but always 
knew what he would leave behind, a 
trail of terror and the darkness of 
death. 

Tonight, much to the dismay of his 
victims’ families, he met a far more 
peaceful fate than the one he inflicted 
on a 73-year-old woman. Her last view 
of Earth was his wicked face and a 
pickax coming right at her that was 
lodged in her head and embedded be-
tween her eyes. Tonight, Angel 
Resendiz is gone. 

Americans are rid of the beast that 
pulverized a church secretary’s face 
with a sledgehammer. Then he sexually 
assaulted her. His death sentence was 

for only one single slaying, the rape, 
stabbing and beating of a Houston doc-
tor whose husband watched the execu-
tion tonight, saying people have to un-
derstand what evil really is. 

Resendiz’ sentence was objected to by 
the Mexican government, who tried to 
intervene today in U.S. Federal courts 
to prevent this justice from occurring. 
The Mexican government instead 
should pay reparations to the nine fam-
ilies he murdered, since Mexico encour-
ages illegals like him to enter the 
United States. 

Resendiz is accused and suspected of 
many, many more killings throughout 
the United States, all tied together 
with the winding railroad tracks that 
carried this monster to his chosen 
chore, committing unspeakable ran-
dom acts of butchery. 

Tonight, Texas and the rest of the 
country, they are safer. The man who 
considered himself half man and half 
angel was neither. He was not half 
angel. He was totally a demon. To-
night, he has met his judgment day. 

And that’s just the way it is. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MCCAR-
THY) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mrs. MCCARTHY addressed the 
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

RESET OF EQUIPMENT FOR THE 
ARMY AND MARINE CORPS 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask to 
speak out of order for 5 minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from Mis-
souri is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, before I 
make my remarks about the readiness 
of the Army and Marine Corps equip-
ment, I would like you to share my 
thoughts on the recently released in-
formation of a possible plan for troop 
redeployment in Iraq. 

Let me say I am incensed that Gen-
eral Casey’s recommendations to the 
President and Secretary Rumsfeld for 
possible force redeployments in the 
coming months were leaked by some-
one in the administration to The New 
York Times. 

The options presented to the Presi-
dent for the success of our operation 
there should not be on the front page of 
a major paper. Such a leak does not 
benefit considered deliberation of mili-
tary operatives. It can only serve a po-
litical purpose. Members of the Con-
gress overseeing the Department of De-
fense should have been kept informed 
of our senior military commander’s 
best thinking in an appropriate forum. 

That said, I am pleased to hear that 
the Iraqis and the American people 
may be able to begin to see a correla-
tion between increasing numbers and 
capability of Iraqi battalions and some 
reduction in American combat power. 
This is something that I have sug-

gested for some time. This apparent 
consideration of options could not 
come at a better time, given the poor 
readiness posture of the Army and Ma-
rine Corps equipment. 

Over the last several years, we have 
seen readiness rates plummet as the 
operation tempo in Iraq has climbed. 
Readiness rates for equipment have 
fallen so far, so far that I fear that now 
they present a strategic risk to our 
ability to respond to contingencies we 
may have faced beyond our current 
commitments in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

Mr. Speaker, nearly 40 percent of the 
Army and Marine Corps ground equip-
ment is deployed to the Central Com-
mand theater. That equipment is suf-
fering terribly due to battle losses and 
damage and increased operations and 
harsh climate. 

Since the start of the war, the Army 
has lost over 1,000 wheeled vehicles and 
nearly 100 armored vehicles. Increased 
usage and the weight from extra armor 
are wearing out equipment in Iraq up 
to nine times the peacetime rate. That 
means that some equipment has added 
the equivalent of 27 years worth of 
wear since the start of the war in Iraq. 

To keep this equipment serviceable, 
the Army and Marines have had to ex-
pend extraordinary effort. To their 
credit, the readiness rates for equip-
ment deployed to Central Command re-
mains high, with spare equipment and 
repair parts flowing quickly to the 
fight. 

Unfortunately, theater readiness has 
come at the expense of equipment here 
in the continental United States. Read-
iness reporting from non-deployed 
Army units shows that equipment 
readiness continues to fall, with very 
few continental United States units 
rated as fully mission-capable. 

These low mission-capable rates dis-
turb me greatly, as they are an indi-
cator of a military under stress. Non- 
deployed units are our strategic base. 
They are the units we will call if a cri-
sis emerges. Looking at these readiness 
rates, I truly wonder if our military 
will be able to answer the call should it 
come. 

The cost of all this repair and main-
tenance is enormous, with the Army 
spending $13.5 billion in 2006 alone. 
General Schoomaker, in his testimony 
before the Armed Services Committee 
today, said that the Army will require 
an astounding $17 billion next year to 
reset equipment damaged or destroyed 
by the war in Iraq. Even more dis-
turbing is that the largest bill for the 
reset will not come due until after 
combat operations end. At that point, 
future budget pressure may make it 
difficult to forward the reset, leaving 
us with significant shortfalls of equip-
ment to fill a transforming military. 

This Congress has a responsibility to 
provide for our force for the battles 
that they are in today and for those 
that they may have to fight tomorrow. 
To do that and to budget responsibly, 
we must know the true and full cost of 
the bill that will come due. 
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Mr. Speaker, the Army and Marine 

Corps have been involved in prolonged 
combat under the harshest of condi-
tions. The combat has taken an enor-
mous toll on troops and their equip-
ment. Yes, we have strategic interests 
in Iraq, but we also have strategic in-
terests around the world that we must 
be prepared to defend. We cannot allow 
the war in Iraq to destroy our ability 
to fight and win in other contingencies. 
Our Army and Marine Corps must have 
what they need to fight and win. 

f 

HONORING MEGAN JESSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. CHOCOLA) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CHOCOLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
tonight to honor the memory of an ex-
ceptional young woman. Less than 2 
months ago, the community of Michi-
gan City, Indiana, celebrated when 
they heard the good news. Megan 
Jesse, one of their own, was selected as 
the Second District’s first place winner 
in the Congressional Art Competition. 
Today, unfortunately, the same north-
ern Indiana community mourns her 
sudden and tragic passing. 

Megan had just completed her junior 
year at Michigan City High School 
where she was a member of the Wolves 
ladies’ soccer team. She was on her 
way to soccer camp with fellow team-
mate Katherine Stoll on Friday when 
they were involved in an automobile 
accident. Katherine was seriously in-
jured, and Megan tragically lost her 
life. 

Just hours before, Megan and her 
parents were busy planning their visit 
to Washington, D.C. They were coming 
to Capitol Hill today to attend the 
Congressional Art Competition’s dedi-
cation ceremonies. Photography was 
one of Megan’s favorite hobbies, and it 
was her artistic photo project, ‘‘High-
lights,’’ that was chosen from Indiana’s 
Second District to hang here in the 
Capitol building. 

When I attended the awards cere-
mony at Indiana University South 
Bend, Megan talked about her love of 
art and her inspiration for her winning 
piece. At first she was going to portray 
a towering lighthouse on the shores of 
Lake Michigan. But when she got to 
the beach, something else caught her 
eye, a simple picturesque lifeguard 
tower looking out over the water. 
Megan photographed this scene in-
stead, and she was able to capture it 
with striking effect. 

She said she chose the scene because 
of her love of the beach, and she want-
ed to express her feelings and emotions 
in a way that could be shared with oth-
ers. I think it is truly fitting that her 
artwork will now hang in the United 
States Capitol where it can be enjoyed 
by thousands of visitors and passersby. 

Sadly, Megan and her family will not 
be here for the Congressional Art Com-
petition’s ribbon-cutting ceremony this 
week, but we will still celebrate the ac-

complishments of a gifted young 
woman whose life was cut short by 
tragedy. To thousands of visitors to 
our Nation’s Capitol and to my col-
leagues in Congress, the next time you 
walk through the tunnel in the Capitol, 
stop to consider the picture from the 
Second District of Indiana, Megan Jes-
se’s picture, and remember this part of 
her life that she so graciously shared 
with us. 

Mr. Speaker, I know I speak for all of 
my colleagues when I say that we 
honor her life and her work and that 
our thoughts and prayers are with 
Megan’s family at this very difficult 
time. 

f 

STOP SWEATSHOP PROFITEERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
see them all over Ohio, Toledo, Ham-
ilton, Lima, Youngstown, Mansfield 
and Dayton. In every community, 
there are signs that the Federal Gov-
ernment’s trade policies are under-
mining American manufacturers, espe-
cially small machine shops, tool and 
die makers, other manufacturers, and 
encouraging the spread internationally 
of abusive sweatshop practices. 

China is the sweatshop of the world, 
with oppressive labor policies resulting 
in wage suppression of as much as 85 
percent. We all know that American 
workers can compete with workers 
anywhere in the world on a level play-
ing field, but no one can stand, no one 
can compete with child labor, with 
sweatshop labor, with prison labor. 

The year I first ran for Congress in 
1992, the United States had a trade def-
icit of $38 billion. Today, just last year, 
in 2005, that trade deficit had jumped 
from $38 billion in only 13 years to a 
$720 billion trade deficit. 

The result of the sweatshop labor of 
this trade policy with China alone is 
trade deficit records being broken year 
after year and ever-increasing losses of 
manufacturing jobs to China. In my 
State alone, 200,000 manufacturing jobs 
had been lost since the year 2000, yet 
America’s trade agreements are actu-
ally encouraging the development of 
new sweatshops. All of us in this body 
supported the U.S.-Jordan Free Trade 
Agreement because Jordan’s labor pro-
tections were seen as meeting inter-
national standards. 

The New York Times, though, re-
cently reported that in the few years 
since the Jordan Free Trade Agree-
ment took effect, lax enforcement and 
an abusive guest worker system have 
made Jordan the new haven for some of 
the world’s most brutal sweatshops. 

Senator BYRON DORGAN and I have in-
troduced the Decent Working Condi-
tions and Fair Competition Act to end 
sweatshop profiteering. 

The bill is simple. It bars the impor-
tation or the sale of goods made with 
sweatshop labor. In other words, if a 

product is made in a Chinese sweat-
shop, if a product is made by child 
labor or slave labor or prison labor, 
you can’t import it into the United 
States, you can’t sell it into the United 
States. 

The Federal Trade Commission would 
enforce it, but the bill also gives retail-
ers and shareholders the right to hold 
violators accountable, and it prohibits 
Federal government agencies from 
buying sweatshop goods. We can’t af-
ford to continue to tolerate these 
abuses. We certainly cannot afford, 
cannot continue to encourage them. 

We don’t have a $200 billion trade def-
icit with China because China’s compa-
nies are better than ours and certainly 
not because their people are smarter or 
more dedicated or hard working. We 
know how China is able to do so well in 
the game of international trade. They 
break the rules. 

When China breaks the rules, and we 
lose in places like Marion and Cleve-
land, when we lose in places like Chil-
licothe and Zanesville and Toledo, 
when they lose thousands of manufac-
turing jobs, it not only hurts those peo-
ple that lose those jobs, it hurts those 
families. It causes police and fire to be 
laid off in those abandoned commu-
nities. It means fewer schoolteachers 
teaching our young people. 

b 2300 
It devastates people’s families. It 

devastates people’s communities. It is 
our job here in Congress to provide a 
level playing field for U.S. workers, to 
help those small manufacturers, to 
help those workers, to help those fami-
lies, to help those communities and 
provide decent working conditions for 
workers here and abroad. 

I ask my fellow Members of the 
House to support the Decent Working 
Conditions and Fair Competition Act. 

f 

AMERICA ACT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. CONAWAY) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Speaker, a cou-
ple of my colleagues and I tonight are 
going to spend a little bit of time talk-
ing about our Constitution, the found-
ing principles on which this country is 
based, and a document that I am con-
cerned that many of our colleagues in 
this Chamber are not as intimately fa-
miliar with as they should be. 

I have introduced H. Res. 883 to try 
to address this issue. The acronym for 
the act is called the AMERICA Act, A 
Modest Effort to Read and Instill the 
Constitution Again, which is a bit tor-
tured, but at least it gets us going in 
the right direction. 

This resolution would require, or 
would encourage, each Member of the 
House and each staffer that works for a 
Member of the House to read the Con-
stitution once a year. We hope to be 
voting on this in September during 
Constitution Week. But I want to talk 
about it tonight. 
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Our Constitution sets forth the writ-

ten set of fundamental principles about 
which this U.S. Government, the 
United States, is to be governed. It es-
tablishes the three branches of the gov-
ernment that function here at the Fed-
eral level. And it is considered the su-
preme law of the land. 

It is also the world’s oldest written 
national constitution, and it confers 
upon Members of this body and the 
other body certain honors and certain 
great responsibilities. 

We in Congress write laws constantly 
to implement those fundamental prin-
ciples, and every once in a while we 
propose amendments to change those 
fundamental principles. I, therefore, 
think it is important that each one of 
us be intimately familiar with what is 
in the Constitution. It is a relatively 
short document, about 2,500 words, and 
I would not consider it an onerous task 
for my colleagues and I to at least once 
a year read that Constitution. 

Before I came to Congress, I prac-
ticed as a CPA, Certified Public Ac-
countant, and I still maintain that li-
cense. I am required as part of the li-
censing process of the State to partici-
pate in 40 hours of continuing profes-
sional education each year. I just fin-
ished that up this week for my license 
renewal. And I think that most profes-
sions have that. 

I think that it is a modest step to-
ward a continuing education process or 
program for Members of Congress, that 
being required or being encouraged, ex-
cuse me, to read the Constitution once 
a year would be a good thing to do. So 
this resolution, which I am hoping to 
gather support for, because I am curi-
ous as to who would push back or what 
the arguments would be from our col-
leagues as to why we shouldn’t know 
what is in the Constitution, why we 
shouldn’t be familiar with what is in 
the Constitution, why that is in the 
best interest of the 651,000 people that 
they represent here in this body. 

So I would encourage other Members 
to sign on to this legislation that 
would encourage each one of us and our 
staffers, the senior staffers and others, 
to read the Constitution once a year 
and help us understand the differences 
between the way this government 
looks today versus what that Constitu-
tion requires. 

f 

OMAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
the President transmitted legislation 
to implement the U.S.-Oman Free 
Trade Agreement. The Senate Finance 
Committee will mark up this legisla-
tion tomorrow, and the word is the 
Senate is going to try to rush this 
through on the floor of the Senate in 
the afternoon. And the House Ways and 
Mean Committee will take up this bill 
on Thursday. 

This agreement is a test of 
globalization. Globalization is under 
major pressure today, in part because 
as it has spread, the benefits of in-
creased trade between nations too 
often have not been widely shared 
among people within the nation. Work-
ers rights matter, especially the ability 
of workers to represent themselves in 
the workplace because they are an im-
portant economic tool to spread more 
widely the benefits of expanded trade. 

To help make globalization work, a 
view widely held by House Democrats 
is that trade agreements should in-
clude squarely within the text of the 
agreement a requirement that there be 
adherence to basic ILO standards with-
in a reasonable transition period. 

We have strongly opposed the stand-
ard that USTR has tabled for worker 
rights, and the environment, in FTAs, 
which requires that a nation must only 
enforce its own laws. It is a standard 
that USTR does not propose for any 
other provision of an FTA and would 
never dream of using for other eco-
nomic issues, whether intellectual 
property or investment rules or any 
other. 

Where an FTA has been negotiated 
with a nation using that standard, but 
at the time of the FTA vote the basic 
ILO rights were in operation in prac-
tice and in law, many of us have voted 
for the agreement despite opposition to 
the standard. That was the case in 
Chile, Singapore and Morocco. 

With the Bahrain FTA, there was 
clear evidence that the ILO standards 
were there in practice so that there 
was a foundation for assurances that 
the laws would be swiftly brought into 
conformity with existing ILO-compli-
ant practices. In accordance with law, 
unions in Bahrain enjoyed autonomous 
status, independent of the employer, 
beyond interference. In addition, as 
long as the union existed under law in 
an enterprise, the law provided that an 
employer must recognize it and engage 
with it in collective bargaining. So 
many of us voted to approve the U.S.- 
Bahrain FTA. 

The conditions in Oman are very dif-
ferent than those prevailing in Bahrain 
and in those other countries where we 
have supported FTAs. 

As one approaches consideration of 
the U.S-Oman FTA, there are some 
clear truths. Oman is a nation in the 
volatile Middle East with good rela-
tions with the U.S. 

Secondly, the amount of trade is 
small. It would likely grow under an 
FTA, but remain small, and thus any 
economic negative dislocations for ei-
ther side would be small. 

In practice and law, thirdly, realities 
in Oman today do not remotely meet 
the five basic ILO standards, including 
the right of workers to associate and 
bargain collectively. 

Workers cannot be represented in the 
workplace unless they have their own 
representatives and their own organi-
zations. This basic condition is not 
close to being true in Oman today. 

Where there is an organization in an 
establishment, a representative com-
mittee, representatives of the em-
ployer belong as well as employees. 
There is an umbrella committee of rep-
resentatives committees called the 
Main Representative Committee. From 
available information, of the 13 mem-
bers currently on the MRC, the vast 
majority are high-echelon officials of 
companies. 

For 8 months our staffs have been in 
touch with Omani and U.S. Govern-
ment officials simply to get the facts 
on the table. We have put together two 
documents trying to obtain basic infor-
mation. When the response to the first 
detailed inquiry came back incomplete, 
we took the time to send a second doc-
ument, still without a response in de-
tail. I ask that the second document be 
entered into the RECORD. 

Any fair reading of these documents 
leads to one conclusion. 

From all available information, there 
are no organizations of workers in 
Oman today. There are no organiza-
tions representing workers and bar-
gaining on their behalf, so it is not sur-
prising that there is not a single collec-
tive bargaining agreement today. 

In reality, there are organizations 
made up of management and workers 
who operate mainly like joint commit-
tees to discuss labor management rela-
tions and problems. 

The recent communication from the 
U.S. ambassador glosses over this basic 
fact. 

It says: ‘‘Although the MOM recognizes the 
potentially problematic participation of senior 
officers in some of the committees, a move 
away from this tendency will take some time, 
given deeply ingrained cultural traditions that 
still place importance on tribal affiliations and 
highly value an individual’s personal influence 
with decision-makers (termed ‘‘wasta’’). His-
torically speaking, workers with issues have 
generally approached human resource rep-
resentatives or committee members with prob-
lems because of these individuals known con-
nections and ability to get things done. The 
MOM, as well as the committees, believes that 
it is more important to now raise awareness 
about the MRC and the RC’s roles and pro-
mote membership rather than focus on tech-
nical limitations of the law.’’ 

There are two serious problems with this 
approach. First, no matter how it is spun, the 
organizations today representing workers are 
not organizations of and led by workers. They 
do not begin to meet the basic worker rights 
of association and bargaining. 

Second, according to the Ambassador’s 
own document, today 70 percent of the work-
ers in Oman are foreign nationals. Of these 80 
percent are from the Indian subcontinent (60 
percent from India). 

Present Omani laws say that members of 
an RC must be persons who have been there 
for a year and speak Arabic to be a leader. 
The Omani government says that the law is 
not enforced. It is difficult to tell what this 
means since people do not apply for member-
ship in an RC or pay dues and since there 
have not been full responses to our questions. 
But in any event, if foreign workers are active 
participants in RCs, the vast majority comes 
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from nations where the laws and cultural con-
ditions have given workers rights to form labor 
unions for decades. 

Since Oman’s practices are not in con-
formity with the basic ILO standards—most 
noticeably that workers lack the basic right to 
join worker organizations that are free from 
employer and government interference—it is 
vital that the changes in law be in place before 
we vote on the FTA. The Government of 
Oman has stated that it could not make these 
changes before October 31, 2006. If the Gov-
ernment acts before then—and the changes 
conform to basic ILO standards—we would be 
faced with circumstances similar to those that 
existed where we have supported free trade 
agreements. 

The Ambassador says in his letter that 
Oman is ‘‘already complying with ILO core 
labor standards in practice, if not yet in law,’’ 
and it is a matter of bringing technical limita-
tions ‘‘of the law’’ into conformity with practice. 
This is simply not true. Neither practices nor 
the laws come close to meeting basic inter-
national standards. To say otherwise twists 
both standards and reality. Doing so does not 
serve the purpose of carrying out cordial rela-
tionships between our nations. It does not rep-
resent an effective path for globalization. 

MAY 24, 2006. 
To: Andy Olson, Cynthia Plath. 
From: Ways and Means Trade Subcommittee 

Minority Staff. 
Re Follow-Up Questions Concerning Current 

Practices With Respect to Labor Rights 
in Oman. 

Thank you for providing information relat-
ing to our questions of May 12, 2006, in the 
cable from the U.S. Embassy in Muscat 
dated May 17, 2006. The information was re-
sponsive to some, but not other, questions. 
Thus, we have a number of follow-up ques-
tions. The following is a list questions that 
were not answered in the cable, either in 
whole or in part, as well as questions seeking 
further clarification of information provided 
in the cable. 

I. WORKER REPRESENTATION 
1. What kinds of organizations are there 

representing workers? 
c. In what industries or occupations in the 

public sector? 
The cable provides the following informa-

tion that is relevant to this question: ‘‘There 
are no committees in the public sector, 
which is covered by Civil Service Law.’’ Un-
classified Cable dated May 17, 2006 from U.S. 
Embassy, Muscat (UC) at T4. 

Follow-up Question: Does the Civil Service 
Law provide for the formation of representa-
tive committees? If so, what is the extent of 
any exception (e.g. ‘‘essential services’’ such 
as firefighters or police)? 

d. How many workers do they cover in each 
sector? What is the percentage of rep-
resented workers compared with the overall 
workforce? As a percentage by sector? Please 
verify how this information is collected. 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to this question: ‘‘Since 
committees do not yet require applications 
for membership, and do not have established 
procedures to collect dues, RCs currently 
represent de facto the entire workforce of a 
company, including those who have been em-
ployed less than a year. A February statis-
tical bulletin confirmed the current private 
workforce of Oman to be 102,455 Omanis and 
438,531 expatriates, meaning that approxi-
mately nine percent of the workforce is now 
represented by a union.’’ UC at T 5. 

Follow-up Questions: Since there are no 
applications for membership and no dues, 

how do workers, comprising the entire work-
force of a company where a representative 
committee is established, know that they 
are members of such an organization or rep-
resented by it? By what methods does the RC 
notify the workforce? Why does the Ministe-
rial Decree set forth criteria for membership 
if every worker is a member? Do any of these 
committees have by-laws, if so how are they 
written and who votes for them? 

e. Are there categories of workers that are 
not allowed to have organizations rep-
resenting them? If so, what are they? 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to this question: ‘‘ * * * 
the labor law does not prohibit any category 
of worker from establishing worker commit-
tees.’’ UC at T 4. 

Follow-up Question: This statement ap-
pears to conflict with another statement in 
T 4 which states that ‘‘there are no commit-
tees in the public sector.’’ Please explain 
whether public sector workers are able to 
form representative committees. 

12. How do workers form such organiza-
tions, what procedures must they follow? 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to this question: ‘‘As 
there are no official MOM application forms 
for establishing committees, employees 
wishing to establish a committee simply no-
tify the MOM with a letter of intent and a 
list of elected officials comprising their lead-
ership board.’’ UC at T 3. 

Follow-up Question: Based on the above re-
sponse, what would happen if two different 
groups wished to form a committee? Are 
there any minimum threshold requirements? 

3. Are employers/managers members in 
these organizations? 

a. If so, in how many of the organizations 
are they? Which ones? Are they allowed to be 
officers? What offices do they hold? 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to this question: ‘‘Of the 
committees established, company manage-
ment holds officer positions of Saud Bahwan 
Group, Omantel, Port Services, and Suhail 
Sahwan Group committees.’’ UC at T 4. 

Follow-up Questions: Are these the only 
representative committees where employers/ 
managers are members? Do employers/man-
agers hold offices in the RCs established at 
Petroleum Development Oman, Interconti-
nental Hotel, and El Hassan Co. Group? If so, 
what positions do they hold? Of the rep-
resentative committees listed in the cable, 
what offices do the company management of-
ficers hold? 

4. Is membership in these organizations 
limited to those workers who have been em-
ployed for more than a year? Are there any 
members of such organizations who have 
been employed less than a year? If so, which 
ones and how many? 

Not Answered: Please provide a response. 
6. Are leadership positions in these com-

mittees limited to those who: 
a. Have ‘‘good spoken and written Arabic 

language’’? 
b. Are permanent workers? 
c. Have not been suspended from work for 

committing grave misconduct in the govern-
ment or private sector? 

d. Are there any leaders who do not meet 
the criteria listed above? If so, which criteria 
do these leaders fail to fulfill? How many 
such leaders are there? If there are non-Ara-
bic speakers, where are they from? 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to the above questions: 
‘‘While Ministerial Decree 135/2004 delineates 
qualifications for leadership, such as the 
ability to speak and write Arabic . . . and 
not have been convicted of a felony, the 
MOM has not denied candidacy to anyone 
failing to meet these regulations, and, in 
fact, has encouraged people to participate re-
gardless of proscriptions.’’ UC at T 5. 

Partially Answered: Please indicate wheth-
er there are any current leaders who do not 
meet the criteria listed above. How many 
such leaders are there? If there are non-Ara-
bic speakers, who are they and where are 
they from? Can you provide evidence that 
the MOM has ‘‘encouraged people to partici-
pate regardless of proscriptions’’? Are the 
workers informed that they should disregard 
the Ministerial Decree? If so, how has this 
been done in specific instances? 

9. Has the government issued specific rules 
for the formation and functioning of these 
organizations, or otherwise participated in 
their activities? If so, what are these rules 
and in what way does the government par-
ticipate? 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to the above questions: 
‘‘Labor committee members and government 
officials assert that, in practice, the govern-
ment neither interferes with nor unduly in-
volves itself in committee activities, but 
continues actively to support establishment 
of labor committees through private sector 
outreach and educational awareness.’’ UC at 
T 1. 

‘‘The Ministry of Manpower (MOM) asserts 
that it is not intrusively overseeing labor 
union representative committee (RC) activi-
ties as permitted in Ministerial Decisions 
125/2004, and claims that the actual applica-
tion of the labor law is already ILO-con-
sistent.’’ UC at T 2. 

Follow-up Question: Please provide exam-
ples of how the MOM ‘‘actively supports the 
establishment of’’ representative commit-
tees. How involved has the MOM’s activity 
been with respect to outreach and public 
awareness? Is the term ‘‘labor committee’’ 
anywhere found in communications from the 
MOM? 

c. Does the MOM restrict the right of these 
organizations to belong to any organization 
or authority with headquarters outside the 
Sultanate or receive delegations? 

Not Answered: Please provide a response. 
d. Does the MOM ban these organizations 

from holding public festivities or presenting 
public lectures without prior approval? 

Not Answered: Please provide a response. 
10. Is there an umbrella organization or 

larger federation for these organizations? If 
so, how many are there? 

a. Are all workers’ organizations required 
to be members of an umbrella organization 
or federation? If so, can they select among 
several or must they join one mandatory or-
ganization? 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to this question: ‘‘All 
established committees may participate in 
the national federation of unions, referred to 
as the Main Representative Committee 
(MRC). The MRC is currently the only um-
brella organization to represent Omani 
unions internally and abroad, and members 
are chosen through secret ballot elections.’’ 
UC at T 6. 

Follow-up Questions: You indicate that es-
tablished representative committees ‘‘may 
participate in the national federation of 
unions,’’ but it is our understanding that 
participation is mandatory. Please clarify 
what is provided for in law and current prac-
tice, for example, how many representative 
committees currently are members of the 
Main Representative Committee? Also, have 
secret ballot elections been held? If not, have 
elections been scheduled? 

b. Are employers/managers allowed to be 
members of such umbrella organizations? If 
not, are employers/managers in fact mem-
bers? 

Not Answered: Please provide a response. 
c. Does the government participate in the 

selection of members of this umbrella orga-
nization including establishing the eligi-
bility criteria? Has the government estab-
lished the grounds for termination of these 
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members? Has the government terminated 
any members? 

Not Answered: Please provide a response. 
d. Is this umbrella organization required to 

seek approval from the government (i.e. 
MOM) for administrative decisions, such as 
the approval of a logo? Does this organiza-
tion provide notice to or send agendas (in-
cluding other documents and papers) to the 
MOM in advance of meetings? 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to the above questions: 
‘‘Similar to the situation of the representa-
tive committees, members of the MRC do not 
give notice to MOM prior to general meet-
ings; nor do they provide the MOM with a 
copy of their agendas or meeting minutes.’’ 
UC at T 6. 

Follow-Up Question: Has the MOM ever re-
quested that the MRC give advance notice of 
its meetings or provide related documents? 
Has the MOM asked to review a logo being 
prepared by the MRC? 

e. Does the MOM send a delegate to the 
meetings of this umbrella organization? If 
so, how frequently? 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to the above questions: 
‘‘Moreover, no MOM official has ever at-
tended any committee meetings or banned 
the MRC from meeting without prior ap-
proval. Members of the MRC maintain open 
relations with the MOM to discuss ongoing 
changes in the labor law and possible means 
to strengthen the labor unions.’’ UC at T 6. 

Follow-up Question: Please explain the na-
ture of the ‘‘open relations with MOM’’ to 
discuss the labor law and means to strength-
en unions. 

f. Does the MOM restrict the right of this 
umbrella organization to belong to any orga-
nization or authority with headquarters out-
side the Sultanate? 

Not Answered: Please provide a response. 
g. Does the MOM ban this umbrella organi-

zation from holding public festivals or pre-
senting public lecturers without prior ap-
proval? 

Not Answered: Please provide a response. 
h. Where are the meetings of the umbrella 

organization held? 
Not Answered: Please provide a response. 
i. Who are the current members of this um-

brella organization? Please provide names 
and positions they hold within the umbrella 
organization, as well as the positions that 
they hold at the enterprise level(s). 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to this question: ‘‘. . . 
recent personnel changes at establishments 
have meant the addition of Issam al- 
Sheibany of Oman Oil Refinery and Aida al- 
Hashmy of the Al-Bustan Palace Hotel to the 
MRC, bringing the total number of MRC rep-
resentatives to 13.’’ UC at T 7. 

‘‘As part of its outreach and organization, 
the MRC recently established four sub-com-
mittees to focus on specific areas of concern: 

—External Relations—This committee 
manages conferences and is headed by mid- 
level officer Saud al-Jabri of Petroleum De-
velopment Oman; 

—Rights and Duties—This committee is 
headed by Oman’s busiest labor advocate, 
Nahhan al-Battashi, of the Grand Hyatt 
Hotel Muscat; 

—Articles of Association and Member-
ship—Abdullah al-Araimi heads this com-
mittee, which serves as a resource for newly 
established committees; and 

—Women’s Issues—New MRC member Aida 
al-Hashmy of the Al-Bustan Palace Hotel 
heads up this important committee pro-
moting women in the workforce.’’ UC at T 8. 

Partially Answered: Please provide a com-
plete and current list of all MRC members. 
Please include their names and the positions 
they hold within the MRC (including posi-

tions in any executive committee), as well as 
the positions that they hold at the enter-
prise or company level(s). 

II. COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENTS 
1. Are there any? 
a. If so, in what sectors? 
b. Covering how many workers? 
c. Covering what areas (i.e. wages, hours, 

working conditions, terms of employment, 
etc.)? 

d. Are there areas that are outside the 
scope of bargaining? If so, what are they? 

2. Have employers refused a workers’ orga-
nization’s request to negotiate collectively? 
If so, when and with what recourse? 

3. Are there individual contracts between 
employers and non-managerial employees? If 
so, of what nature and to what extent? 

Not Answered: The cable did not contain 
any information relevant to this section. 
Please provide a response. 

III. ANTI-UNION DISCRIMINATION 
1. What protections are provided to work-

ers for exercising their rights to participate 
in organizing activities? 

Not Answered: Please provide a response. 
2. What penalties are available to be as-

sessed against employers who violate these 
rights? 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to this question: ‘‘Al-
though there are no penalties yet for anti- 
union discrimination (still under discussion), 
as evident by the Salalah example, the MOM 
and Oman’s labor courts do not tolerate 
wrongful termination.’’ UC at T 12. 

Follow-up Question: Are there any exam-
ples of cases where court action was taken 
against employers who have engaged in 
wrongful termination? If so, please provide 
details of the action taken. 

3. How are workers informed of their 
rights? 

Not Answered: Please provide a response. 
a. Have there been any reports that work-

ers are reluctant to assert their rights be-
cause they fear being dismissed or otherwise 
retaliated against because they are unsure of 
their rights? 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to this question: ‘‘While 
the MOM does keep a variety of labor statis-
tics, there have been no reported cases of 
workers suffering retaliation for partici-
pating in worker committee activities.’’ UC 
at T 13. 

Follow-up Question: What type of labor 
statistics does the MOM keep? Does it spe-
cifically track instances or cases of retalia-
tion taken against workers for forming or 
engaging in representative committee activi-
ties? If so, please provide these data and/or 
examples. Is it possible that there are cases 
involving worker retaliation of which the 
MOM is unaware? 

b. Are there any activities related to orga-
nizing workers or forming a worker organi-
zation that are grounds for dismissal or ar-
rest? If so, what are they? 

Not Answered: Please provide a response. 
c. Do employers or managers challenge the 

right of workers to have or form workers’ or-
ganizations? If so, on what grounds do they 
challenge this right? What is the process for 
doing so and what methods of challenging 
the right to form a worker organization are 
permissible? 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to the above questions: 
‘‘Neither employers nor managers have chal-
lenged the right of workers to form a rep-
resentative committee, moreover, labor or-
ganizing is not grounds for dismissal or ar-
rest.’’ UC at T 13. 

Follow-up Question: Does the MOM keep 
specific records to verify the statement that 
‘‘neither employers nor managers have chal-

lenged the right of workers to form a rep-
resentative committee’’? How can the MOM 
be certain that it is aware of all pertinent in-
stances involving an effort to form a rep-
resentative committee or to engage in spe-
cific activities? 

4. Does the MOM keep records of how many 
workers have been dismissed or otherwise re-
taliated against for participating in worker 
organization activities and what sanctions 
have been imposed against the employer and 
what remedies have been awarded the af-
fected workers? If so, please provide these 
data. 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to this question: ‘‘To 
date, there has been only one case of an indi-
vidual terminated who was also a member of 
a representative committee (reftel).’’ UC at 
T 13. 

Partially Answered: Please provide addi-
tional details regarding this individual’s ter-
mination. For example, did the worker chal-
lenge his or her termination? If so, what 
remedies were provided to the worker? What 
penalties imposed against the employer? Was 
this case documented through any records? 

5. What are the processes available to 
workers who believe they have been dis-
missed or otherwise retaliated against for 
engaging in organizing activities? 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to this question: ‘‘As 
with any labor dispute, workers are encour-
aged to submit complaints to the MOM and 
may sue employers for wrongful dismissal. 
Labor courts favor the worker in the major-
ity of cases, regardless of the reason for ter-
mination.’’ UC at T 13. 

Follow-up Questions: Can you provide ex-
amples of labor courts rendering favorable 
determinations to workers who have been 
wrongfully dismissed? How many cases have 
there been? Can you provide evidence to sup-
port the assertion that ‘‘labor courts favor 
the worker in the majority of cases . . .’’? 

IV. RIGHT TO STRIKE 
1. Does the law explicitly permit workers 

to strike? 
a. If so, is the right available to all work-

ers or only to specific categories of workers? 
Not Answered: Please provide a response. 
b. Have workers exercised this right? If so, 

on what specific occasions? 
The cable provides the following informa-

tion that is relevant to this question: ‘‘While 
the law does not explicitly permit workers 
the right to strike (to be amended by Octo-
ber 31), there were 33 strikes involving 6,000 
workers in 2004 and 4 strikes involving 1,083 
workers in 2005.’’ UC at T 12. 

Follow-up Questions: What were the out-
comes of these strikes? Per the question 
below, were they considered legal? 

2. Are there specific procedures that work-
ers must follow to declare a legal strike? 
Have any strikes been declared illegal? If so, 
on what grounds? 

Not Answered: Please provide a response. 
4. Is there a practice or a requirement for 

arbitration to settle disputes? If so, under 
what circumstances and under what proce-
dures? 

Not Answered: Please provide a response. 
5. Did a strike occur at the Port of 

Salalah? If so, was any participant dis-
ciplined? If so, was there subsequent rein-
statement and when? 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to this question: ‘‘In 
2005, there was one reported collective com-
plaint that occurred during one of Oman’s 
most widely publicized strikes. As reported 
in reftel, workers at Salalah Port closed 
Oman’s largest seaport for two days while 
the MRC and the MOM negotiated the rein-
statement of a committee representative 
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who had been fired. In addition to the strike, 
workers took the opportunity to successfully 
renegotiate working hours and split-shift 
schedules.’’ UC at T 12. 

Follow-up Question: When was the worker 
reinstated? Was this worker also a represent-
ative committee leader? Please provide cor-
roborating evidence. Also, what is ‘‘reftel’’? 

V. FOREIGN WORKERS 
1. What approximate percentage of Oman’s 

labor force is comprised of foreign workers 
in key sectors? Please identify the key sec-
tors. 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to this question: ‘‘For-
eign workers in Oman make up roughly 50 
percent of the labor force and are con-
centrated in the following sectors: 

Construction—28.2 percent; wholesale/re-
tail—20.1 percent; domestic servants—13.4 
percent; manufacturing—11.8 percent; agri-
culture—10.7 percent; hotels/restaurants—5.9 
percent; and health/education/community/ 
real estate, misc.—10 percent’’ UC at T 14. 

Follow-up Question: Does the 50 percent 
figure representing the number of foreign 
worker in Oman pertain to both public and 
private sectors? Based on information pro-
vided in T 5 of the cable, it appears that ap-
proximately 80 percent of the private sector 
is comprised of foreign workers. Please con-
firm that these figures are consistent. 

2. Are foreign workers participating in 
workers’ organizations? 

a. If so, what percentage of workers’ orga-
nization members are foreign? What coun-
tries are they from (if possible, please pro-
vide an approximate break down of percent-
ages)? With what companies are these for-
eign workers affiliated? 

Not Answered: Please provide a response. 
Please also indicate whether the information 
provided as an attachment to e-mail cor-
respondence of May 9, 2006 (specifically, the 
Table with Members of the General Assem-
blies of Representative Committees and the 
Number of Workers (Omanis and Expatri-
ates) in Establishments Which Have Rep-
resentative Committees) is accurate. Please 
also explain how the information in this 
chart compares or relates to information 
provided in the cable at T 5, which states that 
‘‘approximately nine percent of the work-
force is not represented by a union.’’ 

b. How many foreigners or non-Arabic 
speaking workers hold leadership positions? 
Who are they? What countries are they 
from? What companies do they represent? 

Not Answered: Please provide a response. 
3. Do employers withhold foreign workers’ 

legal documents, including employment con-
tracts, employment letters, passports or 
visas? 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to this question: ‘‘While 
some employers have reportedly held pass-
ports of foreign workers, the MOM asserts 
that this practice is illegal and that legisla-
tion formalizing that will be forthcoming.’’ 
UC at T 15. 

Follow-up Question: Through what ac-
counts or by what means is it known that 
employers ‘‘reportedly’’ are holding pass-
ports? Does the MOM keep statistics? Have 
any instances been reported through the 24- 
hour hotline? Can you provide reports/ac-
counts of any action taken against an em-
ployer for illegally holding a passport or 
other foreign workers legal documents? 

VI. FORCED LABOR 
2. Have there been any circumstances 

where forced labor has been exacted for pub-
lic purposes in circumstances other than 
those enumerated in ILO Convention 29? 

Not Answered: Please provide a response. 
VII. WORST FORMS OF CHILD LABOR 

3. Does Oman’s labor law specifically pro-
hibit harmful child labor? If so, what provi-
sion? 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to this question: 
‘‘Forced or compulsory labor by children is 
specifically prohibited by law.’’ UC at T 17. 

Follow-up Question: Please provide the ci-
tation to the specific relevant law, either in 
the Basic Statue or the 2003 Labor Law, or 
elsewhere. In addition, please also note 
where Oman’s labor law specifically pro-
hibits the following forms of harmful (or 
worst forms of) child labor: (a) all forms of 
slavery or practices similar to slavery, such 
as the sale and trafficking of children, debt 
bondage and serfdom, including forced or 
compulsory recruitment of children for use 
in armed conflict; (b) the use, procuring or 
offering of a child for prostitution, for the 
production of pornography or for porno-
graphic performances; (c) the use, procuring 
or offering of a child for illicit activities, in 
particular for the production and trafficking 
of drugs as defined in the relevant inter-
national treaties; (d) work which, by its na-
ture or the circumstances in which it is car-
ried out, is likely to harm the health, safety 
or morals of children. 

VIII. INSPECTIONS AND REPORTING OF 
WORKING CONDITIONS 

1. Is there a government-level organization 
charged with inspecting conditions of labor? 
If so, what is the number of personnel 
charged with this task? What enterprises do 
they cover? In what sectors? In what re-
gions? What is the size of their budget? 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to this question: ‘‘The 
Labor Care Directorate of the MOM is re-
sponsible for enforcement of, and compliance 
with, workplace laws and regulations. Its re-
sponsibilities include: occupational safety 
and health, labor inspections, dispute settle-
ment, female employment, liaising with the 
Main Representative Committee, issues re-
lated to child labor and forced labor, and res-
olution of individual and collective labor dis-
putes.’’ UC at T 19. 

Partially Answered: What is the size of the 
Labor Care Directorate’s budget? 

2. Please provide additional information 
about the extent and nature of inspections 
into conditions of labor, such as number of 
total inspections, number of random inspec-
tions, in what areas, in what regions, number 
of enterprises and workers involved. Please 
also provide a relevant universe to serve as a 
point of comparison. 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to this question: ‘‘{t}he 
MOM employed approximately 82 labor in-
spectors who conducted 4,541 workplace in-
spections, including an unknown number of 
random inspections, in 2005 that represented 
19 percent of the workforce. Labor inspectors 
are spread throughout the Sultantate.’’ UC 
at T 19. 

Follow-up Question: Can you provide an es-
timate or percentage of the number of ran-
dom inspections? If not, are there any cri-
teria by which the Labor Care Directorate 
considers when conducting random inspec-
tions? Are they more prevalent in any par-
ticular sector or area? How many workers 
were involved in the 4,541 workplace inspec-
tions? 

3. Is there communication channel or other 
type of means for workers to contact the 
government to report labor-related com-
plaints or grievances? 

a. If so, by what means? 
The cable provides the following informa-

tion that is relevant to this question: ‘‘The 
MOM operates a 24-hour hotline (English and 
Arabic) for workers throughout Oman to re-
port complaints, offer suggestions or seek re-
sponses to questions about the labor law.’’ 
UC at T 19. 

Follow-up Question: Are the majority of 
foreign workers in Oman English-speaking or 

from English-speaking or Arabic-speaking 
countries? Has the MOM given any thought 
to including other languages? 

b. Do workers utilize this means? If so, 
what statistics are available with respect to 
use, types of complaints and number of reso-
lutions? 

The cable provides the following informa-
tion that is relevant to this question: ‘‘The 
MOM estimates that while it takes thou-
sands of general inquiries a year on the hot-
line, it only receives about 150 complaints 
that require formal processing and action.’’ 
UC at T 19. 

Follow-up Question: Does the MOM keep 
official statistics of complaints? Please pro-
vide examples of the types of complaints 
that have been made that require formal 
processing and action. 

f 

CONGRESSIONAL CONSTITUTION 
CAUCUS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to begin this 
evening with a quote that I think pret-
ty well sums up very neatly the theme 
for this week’s Congressional Constitu-
tion Caucus time here on the floor as 
we are here each week at this time. 
That quote is: ‘‘For most Americans, 
the Constitution has become a hazy 
document cited on ceremonial occa-
sions, but forgotten on the daily trans-
actions of life.’’ Arthur Schlesinger. 

As we have come to this floor in the 
past and pointed out, we will continue 
into the future, until this Congress and 
future Congresses reverse the course of 
straying from the Constitution, stray-
ing and drifting away from the original 
intent of this constitution, that very 
finally crafted document with its sec-
tions and verses, its guidelines, its lim-
itations on powers of the government 
that it is written to impose. We do this 
because we realize that this Congress 
has turned from what the Founding Fa-
thers had originally intended from the 
times of the original debates with the 
anti-Federalists of the day. 

We may wonder why we have turned 
from this original course of this Na-
tion. We wonder is it because of times 
and age, is it different today than in 
the past? Is it because we have lost the 
fact that at one time we were under ty-
rannical rule and we no longer are? 
Maybe. 

But perhaps, Mr. Speaker, it is be-
cause we simply don’t cherish this doc-
ument, the U.S. Constitution, like the 
Founders once did. 

So through these weekly constitu-
tional hours, we are here to help edu-
cate, help illuminate, help to inform 
this body and the American public on 
the intricacies, the nuances, the rule of 
law, the circumstances and the times 
that inspired the Founding Fathers, all 
those things that make up the United 
States Constitution. It is the single 
most ingenious political document ever 
devised. And while we will continue to 
come to the floor to give these orations 
on the deeper meanings of this docu-
ment and what this body can do to bet-
ter live by them, tonight let me come 
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here to stress a far simpler way to un-
derstand the Constitution. 

Let me simply say that we should 
each take the time to simply sit down 
and read it. Those who are in a position 
to make our Nation’s laws should do so 
being fully versed in the laws that 
guide us here as well, and those are 
written right here in the Constitution. 
And that is why I am so proud to come 
and support my good friend from 
Texas, Mr. CONAWAY, who just spoke a 
little bit ago, on his bill, H.R. 883. It is 
a piece of legislation that every Mem-
ber of this House should sign up in sup-
port of and support hopefully in Sep-
tember. It is the AMERICA Act of 2006, 
A Modest Effort to Read and Instill the 
Constitution Again and take the com-
monsense approach by stating that 
Members of Congress take the oath of 
office to uphold the Constitution and 
using the powers delegated to them 
under the Constitution, so Members 
and staff should take the time periodi-
cally to sit down with that Constitu-
tion. 

And I might just say on an aside 
when I mention staff, there is member 
of staff of the U.S. House of Represent-
atives who has not only taken time to 
read the Constitution, but this woman 
has also taken the time to put together 
a book on the Constitution. It is called 
‘‘The Constitution Translated For 
Kids.’’ So if a Member of the staff can 
take the time to write a book on it and 
can write a book for kids to be able to 
read the Constitution, then I think it 
becomes the obligation of each Member 
of Congress to sit down with this Con-
stitution as well. 

Mr. Speaker, as the Constitution is 
very clear on the rights that it pro-
tects and the protections of the guide-
lines for this Nation provided for a lim-
ited in scope and nature of Federal 
Government, it is vitally important 
that we write our laws and perform all 
of our other official duties with this in 
mind. We owe it all to our constituents 
as well as in the past and into the fu-
ture. For how can we uphold the Con-
stitution if we are simply unclear as to 
what it says? 

Our collective efforts in this Con-
stitutional Caucus is in large part be-
cause we feel that the Congress has 
drifted beyond its constitutional lim-
its. Enacting and living by rec-
ommendations of the AMERICA Act of 
2006 will be helpful to set that ship 
aright again. 

b 2315 

It will be helpful to make sure that 
we abide by the Constitution. 

So I simply suggest that Members 
need not wait also until this legislation 
is passed by this House. They actually 
can do it right today. They can sit 
down and read the Constitution. 

And I make this final suggestion that 
if anyone is in need of a Constitution, 
feel free to contact my office and we 
will humbly provide them with one. 

THE IMPORTANCE FOR MEMBERS 
OF CONGRESS AND STAFF TO 
READ THE CONSTITUTION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. BISHOP) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 
also appreciate the opportunity of 
being here to talk about Mr. CONAWAY’s 
piece of legislation dealing with the 
Constitution. 

In Mack v. The United States, Jus-
tice Scalia said, ‘‘The Constitution pro-
tects us from our own best intentions. 
It divides power among sovereigns,’’ 
that is the national and State govern-
ment, ‘‘and among the branches of gov-
ernment,’’ the executive, legislative, 
and judicial, ‘‘precisely so that we may 
resist the temptation to concentrate 
power in one location as an expedient 
solution to the crises of the day.’’ 

The Founding Fathers also under-
stood this when they were trying to 
sell the Constitution originally. Madi-
son wrote in Federalist 45 that ‘‘The 
powers delegated by the proposed Con-
stitution to the Federal Government 
are few and defined’’ and those to the 
States are ‘‘numerous and indefinite. 
Those we were supposed to deal with 
were the external objects like war, 
peace, negotiations, foreign commerce. 
The States were supposed to deal with 
everything which affected the ordinary 
course of affairs, concerns the lives and 
liberties and properties of the people, 
internal order, improvement of pros-
perity of the States. 

So why don’t we really do that 
today? It is not because we are delib-
erately trying to trample upon the con-
cepts of the Constitution. It is not 
something that is vicious. It is some-
thing that we simply do not do because 
we tend to base our actions on the tra-
ditions of what we have always done, 
rather than the principles of what we 
ought to do. 

So enter Mr. CONAWAY and his resolu-
tion. Why should we do it? Well, maybe 
if we did read that document more 
often we would not follow the tradi-
tions we have always done instead of 
the principles we ought to do. It does 
not happen by itself. 

I was a poly sci major. Three of my 
children are. None of us were ever re-
quired to actually look at the docu-
ment itself. When I taught AP govern-
ment classes, I required our classes to 
read the document every year. It took 
a week to just go through it going at a 
fast clip. 

But none of my kids were ever re-
quired to replicate that experience 
when they were in college, even if they 
were poly sci majors. My kids did know 
at that time what the Gitlow decision 
in the 1920s did to impact the 14th 
amendment in the 1950s. They did know 
the answers that I am repeatedly 
asked, like how often are congressman 
up for reelection or which Senator is 
supposed to represent our part of the 
State of Utah or when you go down to 
the Senate Chamber that was restored, 
why are there 11 chairs instead of nine? 

They understand the concept of the 
Supreme Court’s declaring things un-
constitutional. It is not written in the 
document itself. It is a precedent that 
was established 15 years after the docu-
ment was written. Jefferson always 
thought the legislative branch should 
be the one doing that job. Washington, 
and he was there when this thing was 
written, always thought the executive 
should declare things unconstitutional, 
and that was the purpose of the veto. 
In fact, the first six Presidents of the 
United States only vetoed items for 
constitutional issues. 

I always ask my students if the Con-
stitution allows you a guaranteed right 
of a secret ballot. And when they say, 
yes, I say that is a unique concept, es-
pecially since it was not popular only 
until 100 years after the Constitution 
was actually written. Why else would 
George Washington be able to buy a 
round of drinks for all the people that 
voted for him for the House of Burgess? 
Or when Thomas Nast draws his car-
toons and there is this round globe 
there, what is that? In fact, it took a 
while to realize that was the ballot box 
of the 1800s. It was clear you got your 
ballots from the political parties. They 
were color coded; so everyone knew 
how you voted publicly. And, in fact, in 
New York one year, they even per-
fumed the ballots in case you were 
color blind so you could at least smell 
the proper ballot to cast. 

It is fitting and proper that we and 
staff read the Constitution. Why? Well, 
maybe we will start asking the right 
questions or maybe it is just the right 
thing to do. If the Boy Scouts of Amer-
ica can insist that every kid wanting 
to get an Eagle has to read the Con-
stitution first, if it is good enough for 
a 13-year-old kid, it ought to be good 
enough for us and for our staffs. 

In fact, we should thank Mr. 
CONAWAY for making it an easy resolu-
tion. He is simply asking us to read the 
document. He could have made it 
tougher by asking us to understand it 
at the same time. 

Maybe it would even allow us to rein 
in the size and growth of the Federal 
Government because, as PJ O’Rourke 
very clearly said, ‘‘The mystery of gov-
ernment is not how Washington works 
but how to make it stop.’’ 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. JONES of North Carolina ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. OSBORNE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. OSBORNE addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EMANUEL) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. EMANUEL addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BILIRAKIS addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY addressed the House. 
(Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. GOHMERT addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
MCHENRY) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. MCHENRY addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE 
MILLER) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California 
addressed the House. His remarks will 
appear hereafter in the Extensions of 
Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. STUPAK addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-

woman from North Carolina (Ms. FOXX) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. FOXX addressed the House. Her 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will 
appear hereafter in the Extensions of 
Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. ENGEL addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

RESTORING ACCOUNTABILITY TO 
OUR GOVERNMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. ROSS) is recognized for half 
the time until midnight as the designee 
of the minority leader. 

Mr. ROSS. Mr. Speaker, this evening 
on behalf of the 37-member-strong, fis-
cally conservative Democratic Blue 
Dog Coalition, I rise to talk about re-
storing accountability to our Nation’s 
government. 

As you can see here, today, the 
United States national debt is 
$8,347,371,018,253 and some change. If 
you divide that number by every living 
man, woman, and child, including the 
children, the babies being born today, 
every citizen of the United States’ 
share of the national debt is $27,910. 

For those of you that have walked 
the halls of Congress, you have seen 
this poster outside each of the 37 mem-
bers of the fiscally conservative Demo-
cratic Blue Dog Coalition. The number 
changes daily. It is staggering. It is our 
way to try to hold our government ac-
countable for this reckless spending 
and the largest debt ever in our Na-
tion’s history as well as the largest 
deficits ever in our Nation’s history. 

Tonight, I would like to talk about 
accountability. Mr. Speaker, let me 
just say that under the United States 
Constitution, which I carry one with 
me, Congress has an obligation to pro-
vide congressional oversight of the ex-
ecutive branch. Congressional over-
sight prevents waste and fraud, ensures 
executive compliance with the law, and 
evaluates executive performance. 

However, under the current leader-
ship, Congress has abandoned this re-
sponsibility by failing to conduct 
meaningful investigations of allega-
tions of serious waste, fraud, abuse, 
and mismanagement of taxpayer dol-
lars. And tonight, on behalf of the 37- 
member fiscally conservative Demo-
cratic Blue Dog Coalition, I rise to hold 

this Republican majority, this Repub-
lican Congress, responsible for failing 
to conduct meaningful investigations 
of allegations of serious waste, fraud, 
abuse and mismanagement of taxpayer 
dollars. 

Mr. Speaker, by failing to serve as a 
check and balance for overspending, 
waste, fraud and financial abuse within 
the executive branch, this Republican- 
led Congress has failed the American 
taxpayer. Every 24 hours, $279 million 
of your tax money is being spent in 
Iraq; and the current Federal debt is 
$8,347,371,018,253, much of which is bor-
rowed from foreign countries. Our Na-
tion is spending about a half billion 
dollars a day simply paying interest on 
the debt we have already got. A half 
billion a day. 

Many of America’s priorities are 
going unmet because of this reckless 
spending. Just in my congressional dis-
trict in Arkansas, I need $1.5 billion to 
finish I–69. We could do it with 3 days’ 
interest on the national debt. I need 
another $1.5 billion to finish Interstate 
49. Again, we could do that with 3 days’ 
interest on the national debt. I need 
about $100 million to complete the Hot 
Springs Expressway. We could do that 
with just a few hours’ interest on the 
national debt. I need $200 million to 
finish Interstate 530. We could do that 
with just a few hours’ interest on the 
national debt. I need about $300 million 
to four-lane U.S. Highway 167 from Lit-
tle Rock to El Dorado and on past 
there connecting I–39, 40 with I–20 in 
Louisiana. I could do that with less 
than a day’s interest on the national 
debt. We need to four-lane U.S. High-
way 82. We could do that with just a 
few hours’ interest on the national 
debt. These are just some of America’s 
priorities that will continue to go 
unmet. 

Others are making college affordable 
for young people, ensuring that our 
young people get the best education 
possible K–12. Medicaid, Medicare, So-
cial Security, so many of America’s 
priorities are going unmet, are going 
not fully funded because of the reckless 
spending going on by this Republican 
Congress. These massive deficits, this 
large debt, is forcing much of your tax 
money to be spent, not meeting Amer-
ica’s priorities and improving the qual-
ity of life for our children and grand-
children, but rather it is going to sim-
ply pay interest, not principal, just in-
terest on the national debt. 

Now on top of that, what is hap-
pening? On top of that, our Nation is 
borrowing $1 billion a day. As I said 
earlier, we are sending about $279 mil-
lion every day to Iraq. But do not ask 
the President to be accountable for it. 
Do not ask him for a plan on how he is 
spending that money, because he will 
tell you that you are unpatriotic. I dis-
agree with that. I believe that this 
President, this Republican Congress 
must be held accountable when they 
spend your tax money. 

About 45 percent of the billion dol-
lars we are borrowing every day is 
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coming from foreign central banks and 
foreign investors, money that our chil-
dren and grandchildren some day will 
be forced to pay back. 

American taxpayers simply deserve 
to know how their money is spent. 
They deserve answers as to why their 
children and grandchildren will have to 
foot the bill for this administration’s 
fiscal mismanagement of the Federal 
budget. This includes answers as to 
why the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency, commonly referred to as 
FEMA, continues to pay a quarter of a 
million dollars a month to store almost 
10,000 mobile homes. That is right, 
10,000 mobile homes at the Hope Air-
port in my congressional district, while 
many victims of Hurricane Katrina re-
main homeless. 

There was a photo of it today in the 
New York Times. Literally 9,959 was 
the count earlier this week of brand 
new, fully furnished, 16-foot-wide, 60- 
foot-long mobile homes that are sitting 
there at the Hope Airport literally in a 
hay meadow. You can see the barbed 
wire fence. You can see the grass where 
they are just sitting. FEMA’s only re-
sponse has been to spend as much as $4 
to $6 million laying gravel on this hay 
meadow to prevent these brand new, 
fully furnished mobile homes from 
sinking. 

FEMA’s response should have been to 
get these mobile homes to the people 
who lost their homes and everything 
they own as a result of the devastating 
storms Hurricane Katrina and Hurri-
cane Rita. It is past time for FEMA to 
be held accountable and provide these 
new, fully furnished mobile homes to 
the victims of Hurricane Katrina. 

This is an aerial view, an aerial view 
of some of the 9,959 mobile homes that 
are sitting parked, never been used by 
the storm victims, sitting parked, pur-
chased by our government through 
FEMA. These were decisions made at 
the highest levels of FEMA, and here 
they are sitting, sitting at the airport 
in Hope, Arkansas. 

Now FEMA is beginning to bring 
back travel trailers that have already 
been used by storm victims where they 
will either be refurbished for future 
storms or auctioned off to the highest 
bidder. 
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This is not to be confused with these 
brand new, fully-furnished mobile 
homes that were never used by storm 
victims, purchased with your tax 
money by FEMA. Again, it is past time 
for FEMA to be held accountable and 
provide these new, fully-furnished mo-
bile homes to the victims of Hurricane 
Katrina. 

No business in our country could suc-
ceed financially if it failed to fully re-
port back to its shareholders on how it 
is spending its money. However, that is 
exactly how our Federal Government is 
operating. 

The administration is not telling its 
shareholders, the American taxpayers, 
how it spends the money coming into 

Washington. But we can see how it is 
being spent: 9,959 brand new, fully-fur-
nished 16-foot wide, 60-foot long mobile 
homes intended for storm victims from 
Hurricane Katrina and Hurricane Rita 
sitting, unused, never used, at the air-
port in Hope, Arkansas, and FEMA’s 
only response is, oh, goodness, we don’t 
want them to sink in that hay meadow, 
so we will spend $4 million to $6 million 
dollars putting gravel on the hay 
meadow. 

In 2004, $25 billion of Federal Govern-
ment spending went absolutely unac-
counted for, according to the Treasury 
Department. The Bush administration 
was unable to determine where the 
money had gone, how it was spent or 
what the American people got for their 
tax money. Even worse, the Repub-
lican-controlled Congress failed to hold 
the Executive Branch accountable for 
this admission. 

The next year, the Government Ac-
counting Office reported that 19 of 24 
Federal agencies were not in compli-
ance with all Federal accounting audit 
standards and could not fully explain 
how they had spent taxpayer money 
appropriated by Congress. 

That is worth repeating. The Govern-
ment Accounting Office in 2005 re-
ported that 19, 19 of 24 Federal agen-
cies, were not in compliance with all 
Federal accounting audit standards 
and could not fully explain how they 
had spent taxpayer money appro-
priated by Congress. Yet Republican 
leaders in this Congress did not force 
these agencies to fully account for how 
the money was being spent before 
doling out billions more of your tax 
money for the same programs. 

Clearly Congress has failed to ask se-
rious questions about the Bush admin-
istration’s fiscal irresponsibility and 
record high deficits four years in a row, 
which have now pushed the Federal 
debt to a staggering $8,347,371,018,253. 

The time has come to hold this ad-
ministration accountable for its reck-
less behavior. I believe Congress must 
act now to renew its Constitutional re-
sponsibility. It is right here in the Con-
stitution of the United States of Amer-
ica, to serve as a check and balance for 
overspending, waste, fraud and finan-
cial abuse within the Executive 
Branch. 

That is why Members of the 37 mem-
ber strong, fiscally conservative Demo-
cratic Blue Dog Coalition and I are co-
sponsoring legislation that would re-
quire Congress to renew its duty to 
conduct hearings on spending and hold 
administration officials accountable 
for waste, fraud and abuse within their 
agencies. 

Mr. Speaker, if you have questions or 
comments or concerns about the pro-
gram that I am outlining tonight, I 
would encourage you to e-mail us, Mr. 
Speaker, at Bluedog@mail.house.gov. 
That is Bluedog@mail.house.gov. 

The legislation I am referring to is 
House Resolution 841, introduced by 
one of the founding members of the fis-
cally conservative, Democratic Blue 

Dog Coalition, Mr. JOHN TANNER of 
Tennessee. 

Our legislation does this: Number 
one, Congressional hearings. It would 
require Congressional hearings within 
60 days of a Federal Office of Inspector 
General report documenting fraud, 
waste, abuse or mismanagement in the 
government that results in a cost to 
the government of at least $1 million. 
Increased Congressional involvement 
in Inspector General reports would im-
prove agency performance and save 
taxpayer funds. 

This legislation, House Resolution 
841, requires Congressional hearings 
when a Government Accounting Office 
report names an agency high risk for 
mismanagement. GAO’s ‘‘high risk’’ se-
ries is an effort to assist Congress in 
dealing with one of its important obli-
gations, to exercise accountability for 
taxpayer funds. 

In 2003, the GAO identified 26 high 
risk areas for the Federal Government. 
Since then, only three programs have 
been removed from the list and four 
more have been added. Clearly it is 
necessary that Congress become in-
volved to curb mismanagement in Fed-
eral agencies. 

It also requires the House Committee 
on Government Reform to hold hear-
ings to question heads of departments 
or agencies whenever their auditors 
issue disclaimers or restatements of fi-
nancial statements indicating account-
ing information is inaccurate or in-
complete. 

It requires Congress to hold hearings 
at least twice a year to review the Of-
fice of Management and Budget’s per-
formance-based review program called 
Program Assessment Rating Tool, or 
PART. The PART was developed by the 
Office of Management and Budget to 
assist and improve program perform-
ance so that the Federal Government 
can achieve better results. 

A PART review helps identify a pro-
gram’s strengths and weaknesses in 
order to make the program more effec-
tive. However, despite several GAO rec-
ommendations that the Office of Man-
agement and Budget share their eval-
uation plans with Congress to ensure 
that their findings will be timely, rel-
evant and credible, coordination with 
Congress is still lacking. 

The second bill that I would like to 
refer to that we have introduced as 
members of the Blue Dog Coalition 
that I am proud to cosponsor is H.R. 
5315, the Accountability in Government 
Act of 2006. The lead sponsor on that is 
representative DENNIS CARDOZA of Cali-
fornia, one of the co-chairs of the fis-
cally conservative, Democratic Blue 
Dog Coalition. 

Here is what that bill would could. It 
would require each Federal agency 
produce an audit within 2 years that 
complies with the standards estab-
lished in the Federal Financial Man-
agement Improvement Act of 1996. It 
would require the Senate to hold recon-
firmation hearings on any cabinet level 
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official whose agency cannot fully ac-
count for how it is spending your tax 
money within 2 years. 

I am also a cosponsor of H.R. 5542, 
which amends the Federal criminal 
code to impose on a public official who 
engages in conduct in furtherance of a 
Federal felony a fine and a 2-year pris-
on term in addition to any penalties 
imposed for such felony. Those who 
write the laws, Members of this body, 
Members of this Congress, must be held 
not to a lesser standard than every-
body else in America, but to a higher 
standard. That is what this bill would 
do. 

It defines ‘‘public official’’ as an 
elected official of the United States or 
of a State or local government, a presi-
dentially-appointed official or an offi-
cial appointed to a State or local gov-
ernment office by an elected official of 
a State or local government. It says 
that if you are an elected official who 
has been placed in the public trust and 
if you break the very laws that you 
helped write, you should have a stiffer 
fine and additional 2 years of prison 
time tacked on to the term that any 
other citizen in this country would get. 
It is time to hold our elected officials 
to a higher standard. When they break 
the law, they should be punished to a 
greater degree than everyone else. 

Wasteful government spending has 
forced the national debt to its current 
record level, and future generations 
will have to pay that bill. Future gen-
erations will have to pay back with in-
terest the money the Federal Govern-
ment is borrowing from other countries 
due to this administration’s fiscal 
recklessness. 

The time has come to restore com-
mon sense and fiscal discipline to our 
Nation’s government. The legislation 
that I am talking about this evening 
will put our Nation back on the track 
toward balancing the budget and re-
storing accountability within our gov-
ernment. 

That is what the fiscally conserv-
ative, Democratic Blue Dog Coalition, 
37 members strong, is all about, trying 
to restore some common sense and fis-
cal discipline and accountability to our 
Nation’s government and requiring 
that elected officials be held to an even 
higher standard than everyone else. If 
elected officials break the law, they 
should be punished to a greater degree 
than everyone else, for they have been 
placed in the public trust, and when 
they violate that trust, they should be 
punished and they should be punished 
extensively. 

Mr. Speaker, if you have questions 
about our program, I would encourage 
you to e-mail us at 
Bluedog@mail.house.gov. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, again, as of 
this evening, the national debt is a 
staggering $8,347,371,018,253. 

f 

THE LATEST EDITION FROM THE 
ABSOLUTE TRUTH SQUAD 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GOHMERT). Under the Speaker’s an-

nounced policy of January 4, 2005, the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. PRICE) is 
recognized until midnight as the des-
ignee of the majority leader. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
what a pleasure it is to come back to 
the House floor this evening, even 
though it is for really just a few short 
minutes, and bring the latest edition of 
the Official Truth Squad. 

The Official Truth Squad is a group 
of Republican Members who began with 
a group of freshmen Members of Con-
gress in their first term this past year, 
who got together and said, why on 
Earth do we have all of the misin-
formation and disinformation and dis-
tortion that you hear oftentimes on 
this floor over and over and over again, 
and nobody, nobody, refutes it. What is 
going on? So what we did is we formed 
the Official Truth Squad. 

We have heard some items just this 
evening that deserve some truth. So I 
am pleased to come this evening to the 
floor, Mr. Speaker, and to bring some 
facts, some facts, to the issues, because 
facts are important when we are talk-
ing about issues in Washington. If you 
don’t deal with true facts, then it is ex-
tremely difficult to get to the right so-
lutions. 

We in the Official Truth Squad have 
a saying that we are fond of, a quote 
that we like to identify and like to call 
to people’s attention. It is from the 
late Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan. 
He said everyone is entitled to their 
own opinion. Everyone is entitled to 
their own opinion, but they are not en-
titled to their own facts. That is im-
portant, Mr. Speaker. 

We have just heard from what has 
been described as the fiscally conserv-
ative Blue Dogs. Well, I am here to tell 
you, Mr. Speaker, these folks have per-
fected, perfected, saying one thing at 
home and doing something here. In 
fact, as I was sitting here tonight, they 
have perfected saying one thing here 
and doing something different here. 

To point that out, facts, Mr. Speaker, 
the truth, Mr. Speaker, here they tout 
the importance of the line item veto. 
We believe in the line item veto. A 
number of years ago we had an oppor-
tunity to demonstrate our belief in 
that by a vote on the floor of the 
House. This vote was back in 1995. At 
that time, eight Democrats voted in 
favor of the line item veto. 

This is a bill that would give the 
President an opportunity to control 
spending, to assist in making sure that 
we move toward a balanced budget, and 
in fact eight Democrats voted yes. 194 
Democrats voted no. Most of those, 
most of those that were in the Blue 
Dog contingent, were in the no column. 

I haven’t updated this, Mr. Speaker, 
but as you know, last Thursday we 
voted on a new line item veto bill on 
this floor of the United States House of 
Representatives. I have got to update 
this, because the numbers are stag-
gering. The numbers are staggering. 156 
Democrats voted no. It is a fact, Mr. 
Speaker, they voted no on the line 

item veto. In fact, half, virtually half 
of those folks who call themselves fis-
cally conservative Blue Dogs, voted no. 

So, as I say, Mr. Speaker, they have 
perfected the fine art of saying one 
thing here and doing something dif-
ferent here, not just saying one thing 
at home and doing something different 
here. 

You heard about a balanced budget 
tonight, how strongly they support a 
balanced budget. Well, what about 
when given the opportunity to vote for 
a balanced budget, Mr. Speaker? What 
happened then? This is very recent, 
just this year. Roll call vote 156 this 
year, 2006, the balanced budget sub-
stitute was an amendment to the fiscal 
year 2007 budget. This is a bill that the 
Republican Study Committee put on 
the floor of the House and it would in 
fact balance the budget, which is what 
most folks say they desire and what 
they say they want. 
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But when given the opportunity to 
speak up, what they say they want 
with true action, what happens? You 
see it right there, Mr. Speaker. Not a 
single, not a single Member of the mi-
nority party voted in favor of that bill, 
including, including all of the Members 
of the Blue Dog Group. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I know facts are dif-
ficult, because they are tough to argue 
with and they are tough to refute. But 
truth and facts are important. And 
there are individuals here trying to do 
very responsible things as it relates to 
the economy and as it relates to our 
budget, and as it relates to being re-
sponsible with spending hard-earned 
taxpayer money. 

And the vast majority of those folks 
are in the majority party. And the rea-
son that I say that with such con-
fidence is because the actions that 
have been taken by the Republican ma-
jority have resulted in a remarkable 
economy. A remarkable economy. 

Now, you will not see that on the 
nightly news, and you will not hear 
about it on the radio, likely, and you 
will not read about it in your local 
newspaper. But it is important stuff 
that is going on. It is important and 
exciting activity that is going on in 
our economy. And I would just like to 
highlight a few of them. We have got 
some charts that we would like to show 
that demonstrate that. 

The economic boom that we are cur-
rently under is almost unprecedented. 
Today, at this point, last month Amer-
ica had 75,000 new jobs, 75,000 new jobs 
created, which is in addition to 1.9 mil-
lion new jobs in the last 12 months. 
This is really exiting news, Mr. Speak-
er. 

More than 5.3 million new jobs since 
August of 2003. Now, the unemploy-
ment rate fell to 4.6 percent. Unem-
ployment rate at 4.6 percent. That is 
lower than the average of the 1960s, the 
1970s, the 1980s, and the 1990s. 

Mr. Speaker, this is all great news. It 
is remarkable that we do not hear that 
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kind of positive news coming from 
many folks on the floor of the House. 
We have had the fastest real gross do-
mestic product growth in 21⁄2 years. 
Productivity has increased at a strong 
rate, 3.7 percent in the first quarter, in-
crease this past first quarter. 

Real hourly compensation, real hour-
ly compensation, all of the times you 
hear folks say that real wages are not 
going up. In fact real hourly compensa-
tion rose at a 3.2 percent annual rate in 
the first quarter of this year. 

Personal income. Oftentimes you 
hear things that are not the truth on 
the floor of this House and across this 
Nation. They talk about people not 
having an increase in their income. 
Personal income, the facts are, Mr. 
Speaker, the truth is, Mr. Speaker, per-
sonal income increased at an annual 
rate of 6.7 percent in April. 

And since January 2001, real after-tax 
income has risen by 12.9 percent. That 
is a remarkable, remarkable achieve-
ment for this economy, which con-
tinues to grow. 

Real consumer spending increased at 
an annual rate of 5.2 percent in the 
first quarter. Employment increased in 
47 States over the last 12 months end-
ing in April. Industrial production. We 
often times hear about lagging indus-
trial production. Industrial production 
increased 4.7 percent over the past 12 
months. 

And manufacturing production which 
has been criticized as lagging behind in 
this recovery, in fact it is showing 
strong rebounding with, over the past 
12 months, manufacturing production 
increasing by 5.5 percent. 

Those are facts, Mr. Speaker. Those 
are facts. That is the truth about a re-
markable economy that really is going 
along extremely well and continuing to 
improve. There is a reason for that. We 
are going to touch on that in just a 
minute. 

But I think it is important when we 
talk about our economy, the American 
economy which is strong, and is grow-
ing stronger by the day, that we use 
some benchmark. And probably the 
best benchmarks to use are other large 
developed nations and developed econo-
mies. How are we doing compared to 
the rest of the world? 

And I have here a paper from the 
Joint Economic Committee, which is a 
bipartisan group that reports on eco-
nomic activity, not just in the United 
States but around the world. And it 
states here that although some people 
have expressed dissatisfaction about 
the performance of the U.S. economy, 
the economic data show that since 2001 
the United States has outperformed 
every other large developed economy. 

Mr. Speaker, did you hear that? The 
United States has outperformed every 
other large developed economy since 
2001. Now what does that mean? Well, 
the United States ranks first in eco-
nomic growth among the other large 
developed economies. 

It is first in job creation. As I men-
tioned 5.3 million new jobs since Au-

gust of 2003. In terms of industrial pro-
duction, the largest cumulative in-
crease in industrial production, 4.6 per-
cent. That is compared to nations, 
other large developed nations that 
have not seen that kind of growth. 

First in labor productivity growth. 
Remarkable productivity growth that 
we have seen in our Nation. And when 
we compare it to our nations, that 
have large developed economies, re-
markable, remarkable progress and re-
markable improvement. And we ought 
to be celebrating that, Mr. Speaker, we 
ought not be casting aspersions on the 
kind of policies that have had a direct 
affect and a district positive, positive 
result on the United States economy. 

And so folks say, well, why is the 
economy booming? What is happening 
out there? In addition to the hard work 
of Americans all across this land, I 
think it is important to appreciate 
that one of the reasons that the econ-
omy is doing so well and that we con-
tinue to improve is because of the tax 
policy that was put in place by this Re-
publican Congress and this Republican 
administration in 2001 and 2003. 

And the reason that that is impor-
tant to look at is because you often 
times hear the other side say, well, we 
in fact they say, well, you need to be 
more responsible with spending. You 
need to decrease spending. You need to 
have greater accountability. But then 
immediately out of their mouth is the 
programs that they would spend more 
money on, in fact billions, billions 
more money on. 

And their solution to how to get 
more money into the system is the 
tried and true system that they use all 
of the time, and that is to raise your 
taxes, Mr. Speaker. That is the tried 
and true method that they have. 

But we believe and can demonstrate 
clearly that by decreasing taxes, by de-
creasing taxes, you increase revenue to 
the Federal Government. And this 
demonstrates it so very, very clearly. 
This is a graph that shows the increase 
in tax receipts over each year from 1982 
on through 2005 and 2006. 

In the last 3 years you see a signifi-
cant increase. In fact, in 2005–2006, a 
$432 billion, 2-year increase. That is a 
significant increase. And the reason for 
that is because people had more money 
in their pockets, they spend, they save, 
they invest as they choose. And in fact 
that drives the economy in a much 
greater way. 

And it sometimes seems 
counterintuitive, but if you look at 
this graph, this is the growth, pro-
jected growth of revenues. And the 2001 
and the 2003 tax relief being made per-
manent. And what you see here is the 
historical average of the percent of 
gross domestic product that comes in 
as revenue. That is this green line 
right here that is straight across. And 
what we see with the red line is what 
happened with the tax policy pre-
viously, and the recession and the af-
fects of 9/11. 

But what happened at this point is 
that tax decreases, appropriate tax de-

creases, were put in place, often times 
opposed, most often times opposed by 
the minority party. But what we have 
seen is a significant increase in re-
ceipts to the Federal Government be-
cause of, because of the appropriate tax 
policy that was put in place. 

So tax decreases indeed help increas-
ing revenue to the Federal Govern-
ment. Our good friends on the other 
side often times talk about the debt. 
And they talk about the deficit. And 
we have shown that in fact when given 
the opportunity they do not support a 
balanced budget, but they often times 
talk about the deficit and not being re-
sponsible enough with hard-working 
taxpayer money, and we can always be 
more responsible. 

But I think it is important to appre-
ciate that what is happening under cur-
rent policy is that we are decreasing 
the deficit significantly. This graph 
shows the deficit over a 40-year histor-
ical average of 2.3 percent. That is that 
dotted black line straight across the 
chart here. 

And what we are seeing is a con-
tinual decrease in the deficit of hun-
dreds of billions of dollars, put in place 
because of appropriate tax policy that 
allows individuals to have more money 
in their back pocket, again, and decide 
when they spend or they save or they 
invest. And that drives the economy to 
a much greater degree, Mr. Speaker, as 
you well know. 

So we are making progress. We are 
making good progress, in a wonderful 
economy that is moving along in the 
right direction. What we need to do is 
greater fiscal responsibility, yes in-
deed, but also making certain that we 
continue the appropriate tax policies 
that allow individuals all across this 
Nation, hard-working American tax-
payers to have more of their own 
money in their back pocket. 

I think it is also always important 
when we talk about taxes to get a lot 
of distortion and misinformation that 
often times comes from folks in Wash-
ington when they talk about who is 
paying taxes. You often times hear 
that. Well, you know, it is just, the 
rich do not pay their fair share. And 
you get this class warfare going on 
that is really destructive, it does not 
help anything, it does not solve any of 
the challenges that we have, and it is 
not positive in terms of its presen-
tation. 

But I am struck by the amount of tax 
revenue that comes from different sec-
tors of our society. And if you look at 
the percentage of taxpayers, and if you 
look at the share of individual income 
taxes that those percentage of tax-
payers pay, the top 1 percent, remem-
ber this is what the other side call the 
richest of the rich, and they contin-
ually denigrate them and belittle their 
participation in our system. 

In fact, the top 1 percent, Mr. Speak-
er, pay over 30 percent of the taxes in 
this Nation. The top 1 percent pay over 
30 percent. And you can see that as you 
get to the top 5 percent, it is over 50 
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percent. So the top 5 percent of individ-
uals in our Nation pay over 50 percent 
of the taxes. 

Mr. Speaker, I think that probably 
really shows, one, the facts and the 
truth, but it also makes it so that the 
argument that the other side brings 
forth over and over and over about the 
class warfare just is so destructive, and 
it is not even true. It is not even true. 

So the foundation of their argument 
does not even hold any water. And that 
tall bar over there, Mr. Speaker, that 
is the top 50 percent, and in fact the 
top 50 percent pay about 96 percent of 
the taxes. 

The hard-working Americans tax-
payers, hard-working American tax-
payers. But this is a very progressive 
scale. And it is important that we ap-
preciate that. It is also important that 
we remember that. It is important that 
we talk about it, because when you try 
to define these issues as they relate to 
taxes in terms of class warfare, it does 
not help. 

It is not a positive solution. It does 
not bring us together as a people. We 
have so many challenges out there, Mr. 
Speaker, they are not Republican chal-
lenges, they are not Democrat chal-
lenges, they are American challenges. 
And we do best when we work together. 

I encourage my friends on both sides 
of the aisle to make certain that we do 
indeed talk about facts, talk about 
truth, try to make certain that we 
work together as we move through the 
remarkable challenges that are present 
in our Nation today. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to be able 
to come tonight and bring that positive 
information about the economy, posi-
tive information about where we are 
going as a Nation, and as a United 
States House of Representatives. 

Mr. Speaker, we live in a wondrous 
and a remarkable Nation, a Nation 
that remains the land of opportunity 
for all who are here. It is indeed a bea-
con of hope and a vessel of liberty to 
men and women around the world. It is 
such a privilege for me to have the op-
portunity to come tonight and to share 
that kind of positive information with 
not just Members of this body, but 
with you, Mr. Speaker, and with the 
men and women around the Nation. 

So I thank you and the leadership so 
very much for the opportunity to be 
with you tonight. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to: 
Mr. ABERCROMBIE (at the request of 

Ms. PELOSI) for today until 6:00 p.m. on 
account of weather delays. 

Mr. ORTIZ (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today on account of official 
business in the district. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, for 5 
minutes, today. 

Mrs. MCCARTHY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. EMANUEL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SKELTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, for 

5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. LEVIN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. STUPAK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. ENGEL, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. CHOCOLA) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. CONAWAY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Ms. FOXX, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CHOCOLA, for 5 minutes, today. 

f 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. LEVIN, and to include therein ex-
traneous material, notwithstanding 
the fact that it exceeds two pages of 
the RECORD and is estimated by the 
Public Printer to cost $1,774. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at midnight), the House ad-
journed until today, Wednesday, June 
28, 2006, at 10 a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

8292. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, APHIS, Department of Ag-
riculture, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — States Approved to Receive 
Stallions and Mares From CEM-Affected Re-
gions; Indiana [Docket No. APHIS-2006-0020] 
received May 1, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

8293. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Bacillus myocides isolate J; 
Temporary Exemption from the Require-
ment of a Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2005-0303; 
FRL-8072-3] received June 9, 2006, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

8294. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a request 

for FY 2007 budget amendments for Inter-
national Assistance Programs; (H. Doc. No. 
109–119); to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 

8295. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army, Department of Defense, transmitting 
notification that the Nunn-McCurdy Unit 
Cost (NMUC) thresholds for the listed Army 
Major Defense Acquisition Programs’ unit 
cost metrics have been breached, pursuant to 
10 U.S.C. 2433(e)(1); to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

8296. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Acquisitions, Technology and Logistics, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s report on recommendations in 
the National Research Council assessment of 
the Department’s Basic Research, pursuant 
to Public Law 109-163; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

8297. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting a copy of 
the ‘‘Annual Report on the Department of 
Defense Mentor-Protege Program’’ for FY 
2005, pursuant to Public Law 101-510, section 
831; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

8298. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Personnel and Readiness, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a letter on the approved 
retirement of Lieutenant General George P. 
Taylor, Jr., United States Air Force, and his 
advancement to the grade of lieutenant gen-
eral on the retired list; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

8299. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting a copy of 
the Department of Defense (DoD) Chemical 
and Biological Defense Program (CBDP) An-
nual Report to Congress, pursuant to 50 
U.S.C. 1523; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

8300. A letter from the Acting Chairman 
and President, Export-Import Bank, trans-
mitting a report on transactions involving 
U.S. exports to Mexico pursuant to Section 
2(b)(3) of the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, 
as amended; to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

8301. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Standards, Regulations and 
Variances, Department of Labor, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Diesel 
Particulate Matter Exposure of Underground 
Metal and Nonmetal Miners (RIN: 1219-AB29) 
received June 7, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. 

8302. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s Annual Report on Federal Govern-
ment Energy Management and Conservation 
Programs during Fiscal Year 2004, pursuant 
to 42 U.S.C. 6361(c); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

8303. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the FY 2005 Performance Report to 
Congress required by the Medical Device 
User Fee and Modernization Act (MDUFMA); 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

8304. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Indi-
ana [EPA-R05-OAR-2006-0004; FRL-8176-4] re-
ceived June 9, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

8305. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Mary-
land; Ambient Air Quality Standard for 
Ozone and Fine Particulate Matter [EPA- 
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R03-OAR-2005-MD-0012; FRL-8183-1] received 
June 9, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

8306. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Mary-
land; Revised Definition of Interruptible Gas 
Service [EPA-R03-OAR-2005-MD-0015; FRL- 
8183-2] received June 9, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

8307. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Certain Polybrominated 
Diphenylethers; Significant New Use Rule 
[EPA-HQ-OPPT-2004-0085; FRL-7743-2] (RIN: 
2070-AJ02) received June 9, 2006, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

8308. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Change of Official Office of 
Pollution Prevention and Toxics’ Mailing 
Address; Technical Amendments [EPA-HQ- 
OPPT-2006-0405; FRL-7336-5] received June 9, 
2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

8309. A letter from the Legal Advisor, 
WTB, Federal Communications Commission, 
transmitting the Commission’s final rule — 
Implementation of the Commercial Spec-
trum Enhancement Act and Modernization 
of the Commission’s Competitive Bidding 
Rules and Procedures [WT Docket No. 05-211] 
received June 9, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

8310. A letter from the Chief, Policy and 
Rules Division, Federal Communications 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Amendment of Part 2 of the 
Commission’s Rules to Allocate Spectrum 
Below 3 GHz for Mobile and Fixed Services to 
Support the Introduction of New Advanced 
Wireless Services, including Third Genera-
tion Wireless Systems [ET Docket No. 00- 
258]; Service Rules for Advanced Wireless 
Services In the 1.7 GHz and 2.1 GHz Bands 
[WT Docket No. 02-353] received June 9, 2006, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

8311. A letter from the Chief, Policy and 
Rules Division, Federal Communications 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Communications Assistance for 
Law Enforcement Act and Broadband Access 
and Services [ET Docket No. 04-295; RM- 
10865] received June 9, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

8312. A letter from the Acting Chief, 
Telecom. Access Policy Division, Federal 
Communications Commission, transmitting 
the Commission’s final rule — Jurisdictional 
Separations and Referral to the Federal- 
State Joint Board [CC Docket No. 80-286] re-
ceived June 9, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

8313. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the 
Bureau Chief, MB, Federal Communications 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Amendment of Section 73.202(b) 
Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast Stations. 
(Wilson and Knightdale, North Carolina) [MB 
Docket No. 05-121; RM-11197] received June 9, 
2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

8314. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the 
Bureau Chief, MB, Federal Communications 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Amendment of Section 73.202(b), 
Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast Stations. 
(Hattiesburg and Sumrall, Mississippi) [MB 

Docket No. 06-19; RM-11288] received June 9, 
2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

8315. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the 
Bureau Chief, MB, Federal Communications 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Amendment of Section 73.202(b), 
Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast Stations. 
(Morro Bay and Oceano, California) [MB 
Docket No. 05-5; RM-11139] received June 9, 
2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

8316. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the 
Bureau Chief, MB, Federal Communications 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Amendment of Section 73.202(b), 
Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast Stations. 
(Andover and Haverhill, Massachusetts) [MB 
Docket No. 05-108; RM-11178) received June 9, 
2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

8317. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the 
Bureau Chief, MB, Federal Communications 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Amendment of Section 73.202(b), 
Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast Stations. 
(Cherokee Village, Black Rock, and Cave 
City, Arkansas, and Thayer, Missouri) [MB 
Docket No. 05-104; RM-10837; RM-10838] re-
ceived June 9, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

8318. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the 
Bureau Chief, MB, Federal Communications 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Amendment of Section 73.202(b) 
Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast Stations. 
(Abilene and Burlingame, Kansas) [MB Dock-
et No. 05-133; RM-11206] received April 28, 
2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

8319. A letter from the Coordinator, Forms 
Committee, Federal Election Commission, 
transmitting revisions to the Instructions 
for FEC Form 3X, Report of Receipts and 
Disbursements for Other Than An Author-
ized Committee, and the Instructions for 
FEC Form 9, 24 Hour Notice of Disburse-
ments for Electioneering Communication; to 
the Committee on House Administration. 

8320. A letter from the Inspector General, 
U.S. House of Representatives, transmitting 
a copy of the final report on the Architect of 
the Capitol (AOC) contracting process for 
fire protection systems; to the Committee on 
House Administration. 

8321. A letter from the Inspector General, 
U.S. House of Representatives, transmitting 
a copy of the final report on the Chief Ad-
ministrative Officer (CAO) Special Events 
business process; to the Committee on House 
Administration. 

8322. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Amendments to the Na-
tional Pollutant Discharge Elimination Sys-
tem (NPDES) Regulations for Storm Water 
Discharges Associated with Oil and Gas Ex-
ploration, Production, Processing, or Treat-
ment Operations or Transmission Facilities 
[EPA-HQ-OW-2002-0068; FRL-8183-3] (RIN: 
2040-AE81) received June 9, 2006, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

8323. A letter from the Administrator, 
Small Business Administration, transmit-
ting the Annual Report on Minority Small 
Business and Capital Ownership Develop-
ment for Fiscal Year 2005, pursuant to 15 
U.S.C. 636(j)(16)(B); to the Committee on 
Small Business. 

8324. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a recommendation to continue 
in effect a waiver of application of sub-
section (d)(1) of section 402 of the Trade Act 
of 1974 with respect to Vietnam for a further 

12-month period and a determination that 
continuation of the waiver currently in ef-
fect for Vietnam will substantially promote 
the objectives of section 402 of the Act and 
the reasons for such a determination, pursu-
ant to 19 U.S.C. 2432(c) and (d); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

8325. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notification of the determina-
tion that a waiver of the application of sub-
sections (a) and (b) of section 402 of the 
Trade Act of 1974 with respect to 
Turkmenistan will substantially promote 
the objectives of section 402, pursuant to 19 
U.S.C. 2432(c) and (d); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

8326. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notification of the determina-
tion that a waiver of the application of sub-
sections (a) and (b) of section 402 of the 
Trade Act of 1974 with respect to the Repub-
lic of Belarus will substantially promote the 
objectives of section 402, pursuant to 19 
U.S.C. 2432(c) and (d); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. H.R. 4125. 
A bill to permit the Administrator of Gen-
eral Services to make repairs and lease space 
without approval of a prospectus if the re-
pair or lease is required as a result of dam-
ages to buildings or property attributable to 
Hurricane Katrina or Hurricane Rita (Rept. 
109–532.) Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. SULLIVAN (for himself, Mr. 
GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. BASS, Mr. 
SCHWARZ of Michigan, Mr. BURGESS, 
Mr. BILIRAKIS, and Mr. SESSIONS): 

H.R. 5688. A bill to prohibit misleading and 
deceptive advertising or representation in 
the provision of health care services; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska (for himself, 
Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. PETRI, and Mr. 
DEFAZIO): 

H.R. 5689. A bill to amend the Safe, Ac-
countable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users to make 
technical corrections, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. BOREN (for himself, Mr. ROSS, 
Mr. BOOZMAN, and Mr. SNYDER): 

H.R. 5690. A bill to adjust the boundaries of 
the Ouachita National Forest in the States 
of Oklahoma and Arkansas; to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

By Mrs. DRAKE: 
H.R. 5691. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to provide for a Medi-
care prescription drug special enrollment pe-
riod in 2006 for all part D eligible individuals 
and to waive the late enrollment penalty for 
low-income individuals who enroll during 
such period; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
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each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. GOHMERT: 
H.R. 5692. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

the Interior to carry out a study to deter-
mine the suitability and feasibility of estab-
lishing memorials to the Space Shuttle Co-
lumbia on parcels of land in the State of 
Texas; to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. BASS (for himself and Mr. 
BRADLEY of New Hampshire): 

H. Con. Res. 436. Concurrent resolution 
congratulating Donald Andrew Hall for his 
selection by the Librarian of Congress as the 
14th Poet Laureate of the United States and 
for his great accomplishments in prose and 
essays focusing on New England rural living, 
baseball, and how work conveys meaning to 
ordinary life; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration. 

By Ms. HARRIS: 
H. Con. Res. 437. Concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of Congress that United 
States officials who leak sensitive classified 
national security secrets should be vigor-
ously investigated and, if need be, brought to 
justice; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SHAW (for himself, Mr. 
HERGER, Mr. CAMP of Michigan, Mr. 
MCCRERY, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsyl-
vania, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, 
Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of 
Texas, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. WELLER, 
Mr. HULSHOF, Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, 
Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. LINDER, Ms. 
HART, Mr. BEAUPREZ, and Mr. 
NUNES): 

H. Con. Res. 438. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that con-
tinuation of the welfare reforms provided for 
in the Personal Responsibility and Work Op-
portunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 should 
remain a priority; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, and in addition to the Commit-
tees on Energy and Commerce, Education 
and the Workforce, Agriculture, and Finan-
cial Services, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. JEFFERSON: 
H. Res. 894. A resolution congratulating 

Avery Johnson for being named the 2006 NBA 
Coach of the Year and for leading the Dallas 
Mavericks to their first Western Conference 
Championship; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform. 

f 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials 

were presented and referred as follows: 
373. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 

of the Legislature of the State of Louisiana, 
relative to House Concurrent Resolution No. 
208 memorializing the Congress of the United 
States to take such actions as are necessary 
to require a minimum time period for a busi-
ness to refund an unauthorized overcharge 
on a debit card; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services. 

374. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Louisiana, relative to House 
Concurrent Resolution No. 205 memorializing 
the Congress of the United States to take 
such actions as are necessary to extend Lou-
isiana’s seaward boundary in the Gulf of 
Mexico to twelve geographical miles; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

375. Also, a memorial of the General Court 
of the State of New Hampshire, relative to 
House Joint Resolution 25 encouraging the 
Congress of the United States to propose an 
amendment to the Constitution concerning 
eminent domain; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

376. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Louisiana, relative to House 
Concurrent Resolution No. 182 memorializing 
the Congress of the United States to take 
such actions as are necessary to provide hur-
ricane tidal flood protection to south Lou-
isiana, including requiring the United States 
Army Corps of Engineers to evaluate both 
federal and nonfederal tidal levees in south 
Louisiana, to consider adding nonfederal 
tidal levees into the federal program, and to 
fully fund upgrading hurricane tidal flood 
protection in south Louisiana; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

377. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Louisiana, relative to House 
Concurrent Resolution No. 170 urging and re-
questing the Attorney General of the United 
States and the legislative auditor continue 
to pursue all options necessary to permit the 
state to have accurate accounting of assist-
ance for which the state is required to pay a 
portion of the costs and urging and request-
ing the Louisiana congressional delegation 
to support such efforts; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

378. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Louisiana, relative to House 
Concurrent Resolution No. 203 memorializing 
the Congress of the United States to take 
such actions as are necessary to ensure that 
the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Serv-
ices (CMS) do not penalize senior citizens 
who resided in areas affected by Hurricane 
Katrina for taking advantage of the special 
enrollment period set for enrollment in 
Medicare Part D; jointly to the Committees 
on Energy and Commerce and Ways and 
Means. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 23: Mr. THOMPSON of California and 
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. 

H.R. 303: Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. 
H.R. 759: Mr. CARDOZA and Mr. ACKERMAN. 
H.R. 1108: Mr. DOYLE and Ms. ESHOO. 
H.R. 1188: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. 
H.R. 1384: Mr. MCCRERY. 
H.R. 1415: Mr. SHAYS. 
H.R. 1429: Mr. DAVIS of Florida. 
H.R. 1451: Mr. ACKERMAN and Mr. NADLER. 
H.R. 1517: Mr. SAXTON. 
H.R. 1573: Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida. 
H.R. 1582: Mrs. CAPITO and Mr. REICHERT. 
H.R. 1591: Mr. DICKS. 
H.R. 1671: Mr. MELANCON. 
H.R. 1697: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. 
H.R. 1954: Mr. LARSEN of Washington. 
H.R. 2178: Mr. KILDEE. 
H.R. 2239: Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. KENNEDY of 

Minnesota, and Mr. KUHL of New York. 
H.R. 2369: Ms. HARRIS. 
H.R. 2747: Mr. SMITH of Washington. 
H.R. 3019: Mr. CANTOR. 
H.R. 3159: Mr. KIRK. 
H.R. 3186: Mr. GOODE. 
H.R. 3267: Mr. ISRAEL. 
H.R. 3282: Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr. 

HENSARLING, Mr. PICKERING, Ms. HART, Mr. 
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. HOSTETTLER, 
Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. 
KENNEDY of Minnesota, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. 
NORWOOD, Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina, Mr. 
NEUGEBAUER, Mr. POMBO, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. 
SENSENBRENNER, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. UPTON, 
Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. 
SHIMKUS, Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. GOODE, 
Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. HALL, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. 
BONILLA, Mr. ROYCE, Ms. GRANGER, and Mr. 
GOHMERT. 

H.R. 3323: Mr. SIMMONS. 
H.R. 3379: Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 3385: Mr. MARCHANT. 
H.R. 3413: Mr. LATOURETTE and Mr. KING of 

New York. 
H.R. 3470: Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 3471: Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 3762: Mr. TIERNEY. 
H.R. 4098: Mr. WU. 
H.R. 4364: Mr. MCINTYRE and Mr. SOUDER. 
H.R. 4381: Mr. CLEAVER. 
H.R. 4403: Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky and Mr. 

PLATTS. 
H.R. 4409: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. ISRAEL, 
and Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. 

H.R. 4547: Mr. OTTER and Mr. MCCRERY. 
H.R. 4695: Mr. MICHAUD. 
H.R. 4769: Mr. PITTS. 
H.R. 4873: Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. 
H.R. 4927: Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. 

RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. GERLACH, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. PICKERING, Mr. PETERSON of 
Minnesota, Mr. PITTS, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida, Mr. NEY, Mr. EDWARDS, and Mr. 
SWEENEY. 

H.R. 4960: Mr. GOODE. 
H.R. 4985: Mr. DELAHUNT. 
H.R. 5023: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. 
H.R. 5100: Mr. SCHWARZ of Michigan. 
H.R. 5120: Mr. FLAKE, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, 

and Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. 
H.R. 5128: Mr. POMBO. 
H.R. 5139: Mr. CUMMINGS. 
H.R. 5166: Mr. OBERSTAR. 
H.R. 5177: Mr. GILLMOR. 
H.R. 5200: Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 5233: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 5242: Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky and Mr. 

SOUDER. 
H.R. 5262: Mr. CONAWAY. 
H.R. 5315: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. 
H.R. 5319: Mr. CAMPBELL of California. 
H.R. 5337: Mr. MELANCON and Mr. MURPHY. 
H.R. 5344: Mr. HOLDEN and Mr. COSTA. 
H.R. 5365: Mr. CARNAHAN. 
H.R. 5416: Mr. GRIJALVA and Mr. KOLBE. 
H.R. 5430: Mr. GONZALEZ and Mr. MCGOV-

ERN. 
H.R. 5444: Mr. ABERCROMBIE and Mrs. 

KELLY. 
H.R. 5455: Mr. CUMMINGS. 
H.R. 5466: Mr. SHERWOOD. 
H.R. 5468: Mr. TOWNS, Mr. HENSARLING, and 

Mr. JEFFERSON. 
H.R. 5472: Mr. FARR, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 

Mr. TERRY, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. GEORGE MIL-
LER of California, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
MCCOTTER, Ms. HARMAN, Mr. HIGGINS, and 
Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. 

H.R. 5482: Mr. GUTIERREZ. 
H.R. 5529: Mr. HOLDEN. 
H.R. 5536: Mr. SANDERS. 
H.R. 5542: Mr. ROSS. 
H.R. 5554: Mr. SOUDER. 
H.R. 5558: Mr. MARCHANT. 
H.R. 5562: Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 5586: Mr. KING of Iowa. 
H.R. 5588: Mr. CONYERS, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 

LIPINSKI, Mr. BOYD, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Mr. FORD, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of 
California, Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. BALDWIN, Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. 
ENGEL, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. 
MCNULTY, Mr. MEEK of Florida, Mr. DAVIS of 
Illinois, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas, Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin, Mr. HOYER, 
Mr. EMANUEL, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KIND, Ms. 
WATSON, Ms. MATSUI, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 
MORAN of Virginia, Mr. OBERSTAR, Ms. 
DELAURO, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. ROTHMAN, 
Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado, Mr. UDALL of New Mex-
ico, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. CARDOZA, Mr. 
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MELANCON, Mr. NADLER, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. 
MOORE of Kansas, Mr. THOMPSON of Cali-
fornia, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. RUSH, Mr. 
WYNN, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mrs. 
LOWEY, Ms. WATERS, Ms. KILPATRICK of 
Michigan, and Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

H.R. 5595: Mr. WALSH. 
H.R. 5629: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. 

MCNULTY, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, and Mr. 
JEFFERSON. 

H.R. 5635: Mr. MICHAUD and Mr. PASTOR. 
H.R. 5653: Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. 
H.R. 5656: Mr. MCCAUL of Texas, Mr. 

SCHWARZ of Michigan, Mr. AL GREEN of 
Texas, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. 
GILCHREST, and Mr. REICHERT. 

H.R. 5660: Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. 
H.J. Res. 90: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas and 

Ms. HERSETH. 
H. Con. Res. 42: Mr. LAHOOD. 
H. Con. Res. 85: Mr. PORTER, Mr. 

GALLEGLY, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California, 
and Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

H. Con. Res. 137: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of 
California. 

H. Con. Res. 390: Mr. FORD and Mr. BROWN 
of Ohio. 

H. Con. Res. 415: Mr. OLVER and Ms. 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD. 

H. Con. Res. 425: Mr. BERMAN. 
H. Con. Res. 432: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. 

BURTON of Indiana, and Mr. MANZULLO. 
H. Con. Res. 434: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, 

Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. HIGGINS, 
Mr. OWENS, and Mr. LANTOS. 

H. Con. Res. 435: Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. HAR-
MAN, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, and Mr. AL 
GREEN of Texas. 

H. Res. 189: Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. 
BOEHLERT, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. WEST-
MORELAND, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mrs. JOHNSON of 
Connecticut, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. RAMSTAD, 
Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, and Mr. 
SALAZAR. 

H. Res. 371: Mr. PLATTS. 
H. Res. 603: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-

fornia. 

H. Res. 721: Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. 
H. Res. 745: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. 

STARK, and Mr. CALVERT. 
H. Res. 854: Mr. CLYBURN and Mr. BACA. 
H. Res. 863: Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. HIGGINS, 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. MAR-
SHALL, and Mr. MCNULTY. 

H. Res. 884: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 

f 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 4157: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 

f 

AMENDMENTS 

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 5672 
OFFERED BY: MR. ANDREWS 

AMENDMENT NO. 27: At the end of the bill 
(before the short title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to implement the 
revision to Office of Management and Budget 
Circular A–76 made on May 29, 2003. 

H.R. 5672 
OFFERED BY: MRS. JOHNSON OF CONNECTICUT 
AMENDMENT NO. 28: Page 10, line 18, after 

the first dollar amount, insert the following: 
‘‘(increased by $3,300,000)’’. 

Page 39, line 25, after the dollar amount, 
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$3,300,000)’’. 

H.R. 5672 
OFFERED BY: MR. KENNEDY OF MINNESOTA 
AMENDMENT NO. 29: Page 23, line 4, after 

the dollar amount, insert the following: ‘‘(in-
creased by $532,148,000)’’. 

Page 23, line 9, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$532,148,000)’’. 

H.R. 5672 

OFFERED BY: MR. KENNEDY OF MINNESOTA 

AMENDMENT NO. 30: Page 23, line 4, after 
the dollar amount, insert the following: ‘‘(in-
creased by $50,000,000)’’. 

Page 23, line 9, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$50,000,000)’’. 

Page 39, line 25, after the dollar amount, 
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$50,000,000)’’. 

H.R. 5672 

OFFERED BY: MR. MCCAUL OF TEXAS 

AMENDMENT NO. 31: At the end of the bill 
(before the short title), insert the following: 

TITLE VIII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL 
PROVISIONS 

SEC. 801. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to fund any peace-
keeping mission in which there are United 
Nations employees who are under investiga-
tion for sexual exploitation, money laun-
dering, or fraud unless such employees have 
been removed from such mission for the du-
ration of such investigation. 

H.R. 5672 

OFFERED BY: MR. MCCAUL OF TEXAS 

AMENDMENT NO. 32: At the end of the bill 
(before the short title), insert the following: 

TITLE VIII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL 
PROVISIONS 

SEC. 801. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to fund the adminis-
tration and operation of the United Nations 
Human Rights Council while countries des-
ignated as state sponsors of terrorism by the 
Secretary of State are members of the Coun-
cil. 
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